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Crime Resistance

December 22, 1982

The Honorable David A. Roberti-
President Pro Tempore of the Senate
State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95314

and

The Hiaorable Willie L. Brown, Jr.
Speaker of the Assembly

State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Roberti and Speaker Brown:

I an pleased to present this Second Annual Report of the California
Community Crime Resistance Program, pursuant to Chapter 578 of 1978
Statutes (SB 2971, Levine). This report reflects program operation
and accomplishments from October, 1981, through July, 1982.

This report describes the cooperative efforts of state and local

officials in continuing previous efforts, as well as initiating

thirty-two new crime resistance projects. Also, this report focuses

on the relationship between certain facets of program operation and

such results as participant satisfaction, reduction in residential o
burglary and other program benefits. In short, the report-illus- S
trates the good progress being made by the Community Crime : '
Resistance Program in promoting and refining anti-crime programs.

Preparation of this report was the responsibility of the Deputy
Director of the Office of Criminal Justice Planning, Gregory W.
Harding, and members of his staff Dennis Rose, Sheila Anderson,
Nancy dJones, Robert Spindler, and Jeanne Jones.

‘Cordia11y;

RAYMOMD C. DAVIS
Chief of Police, City of Santa Ana
Chairman, California Crime Resistance Task Force

RCD:drc

Office of Criminal Justice Planning
9719 Lincoln Village Drive, Sacramentn, CA 95827
' 800/ 952-‘55_58 —(916) 366-5347
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1983, In the Spring of 1§82, Assemblyman Mel Levine, author of the enabling
stahg}e, introduced new legislation (AB 2976) which wou]dyIift the sunset
date and reauthorize the Community Crime Resistance‘Program until January.l,
1986. " Governor Brown subsequently signed AB 2976 1n§e law on September 22,
1982. This new legislation (Chapter 1291 of 1982 Sta%utes) is effecthe

beginning January 1, 1983,

PROGRAM HISTORY

The Crime Resistance Task Force gained initial financial support in
1977 from Federal Law Enforcement Assistant Administration (LEAA) funds
administered by the Office of Criminal Justice Planning. At its 1ncept1on,

the CRTF was conpr1sed of eight members appointed by Governor Edmund G

Brown, Jr. The eight members cons1sted of the Chief of Police and a c1t1zen
from the cities of Santa Ana, Pasadena, Concord and Stockton.

These four representative cities were sefected because\they”had
on-going grime preventiqn programs which invo]ved-1aw enforcement/citizeh
Subsequent to these initial appefntments and as a result of
éhapter 578 of 1978 Statutes, the CRTF membership was ihcreasedﬁto include -

eight more appointees who would represent law enfortement, private citjzens

and elected city and county officials. ' S
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‘obqect1ves of the CRTF.

The specifie objectives of the CRTF were six in number:

1. To identify successfu] cr1me res1stance programs throughout
the state involving community-law enforcement partnerships, and to
- disseminate demonstrated techniques and organizational methods;

2. To inform citizens.in spec1f1c measures they can take to prevent
crimes from occurring;

3. To arrange for technical assistance sdpport for community groups
and-law enforcement agencies 1nterested in deve10p1ng community
crime res1stance programs; ,

4, To establ1sh and malnta1n a centralized, statewide crime
~ resistance/prevontion infarmation and resource centery

-

5. To st1mu1ate a statewide att1tude of cont1nu1ng c1t1zen vo]unteer
involvement in crime. res1stance efforts;

v6. To assist 0CJP in carny1ng out the provisions of AB 2971 and
~AB -2976. :
"The Task“Force further.antiéipated feur activities which would be thev
most effect1ve meéns of carrying out the objectives listed above. These

fodrrgeneral activities invoTved’the opefation of a Crime Resistance

~

Informat1on Center, Technzca] Assistance Resource Program, a Public \

}AWareness Caupa1gn, and a‘Local Assistance Grant Program.,

A'finé1fdesign featere‘of the CRTF was the formation of a TeEhnica]

'Advisory Group (TAG) whose responsibi]ity it wou]dibe to bﬁi1d on the most

current "state of the-art" crime res1stance techn1ques and to ass1st in

design1ng and 1mp1ement1ng the ‘work plans for achieving the goa1s and

-6 . b : Sk . =

¥
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- EVALUATION MODEL

Consistent with the terms of the statute, the Office of Criminal
Justice Planning bears the responsibfiity for preparing an annua]ireport to

the Legislature describing in detail the operation of the program and the.

{4

results obtained.

The,initia? design of the First Legis]atiVe Repﬁrtkbecame modified in

"the second year of program operation. Specifically, the TAG. evaluatjon

effort was discontinued, a greater reliance was placed on quarterly

narrative reports, and a more standardized though.f}exible approach to the

description of unanticipated local resources or deficits was instituted.

FUNDING BACKGROUND AND PROJECT SELECTION -

Eight Original CCR Projects

v

In ear]y'1980 oCcap obtained $500, 000 in reVerted LEAA funds matched by

$500 000 in FY 1979/80 State General Fund mon1es to 1np1ement the Commun1ty

Cr1me Re51stance Program, a 1oca1 assistance grant program. A portion of .

' the LEAA funds was used to support the Crime Prevention Techn1ca1 Ass1stance

Program, as descr1bed 1n Chapter 4 of this Report. The rema1n1ng federa]

. funds p]us the State a]locatwon were used to fund the first exght CCR
proaects for twovyears,ﬁw1th second year,fund1ng,be1ng awardedaupon °

aappiication to 0CJP and upon comp1etioh‘o€ifirSt yeareactiﬁitiesgi As

described in the first report; theseteight‘projeCts W%reaselected by way of

a eOmpetitive bid process.',A11 of the projects were_required totprovide ;A

T

V.
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local match of3}0 percent of their tota] project costs for the first year
and 20 percent for the second year. In keeping w1th the TAG and CRTF

recommendat1ons ocup chose to make the f0110w1ng awards:

aSecond Year

, GRANT § TOTAL §
Daly City Anti-Crime Leaque ”  $19,980 .
Fairfield Department of §3b11c Safety $3i’g§g ' $ gg’gg? |
Laguna Beach Police Department ‘ § 21’850“ 27,313
Manhattan Beach Police Department v 19’300 24’145
Ontario Police Department : 50’000 62f500
San Jose Police Department - 90,000 112’500
Santa Maria Police Department ‘ ; 16 867 21:083

Sonoma County Sheriff's Department 49,462 - 61,827

N

The term of these original e1ght proaects for their second year of

operat1on is as follows:

'Da]y City Ant1-Cr1me League . | :f 10/1/81 09)30/82

Fairfield Department of Public Safet : 07 -

Laguna Beach Police Department ! 105%53? - ggfggjgg

Manhattan Beach Police Department 11/1/81 - 10/31/82
. Ontario Po]1ce Department : 01/1/82 - 12/31/82

San Jose Folice Department AN .01/1/82 - 06/30/83

Santa Maria Police Department - 10/1/81 - 09/30/82

Sonoma County Sheriff's Department : 05/1/82 - 04/30/83

0

New GCR PPOJECtS

Qver the course of two years, $250,000 1n FY 1980/81 State Genera]

~Funds and $1 250 ,000 in FY 1981/82 State General Funds were approprIated to

OJCP to cont1nue and expand the Ccmmun1ty Cr1me Res1stance Program. 'In

<

NOVember 1981 OCJP 1ssued a new Request-For -Proposal (RFP) and rev1sed _

Program Gu1de11nes to fund add1t1ona] Tocal cr1me res1stance prOJects. For

f1rst year new progects, the contract terms, a]though qubaect to extens1ons,




will Tikely be MaEcH 1, 1982, to Februény 28, 1983. Again, based upon the

TAG and CRTF recommendations, OCJP chose to make the awards listed below.

The final, negotiated levels of'fuhding for new projects, inc}uding a 10

X

percent local match, are: ~

NEW PROJECTS - FIRST YEAR

GRANT $ TOTAL $

Azusa Police Department $ 15,000”f $ %g,ggg
Baldwin Park Police Department 32,385 47’969
Berkeley Police Department : 43,172 AT
Contra Costa Crime Prevention Committee 58,770 T
Desert Hot Springs Police Department 14,197 138 800
Eresnc Police Department 125,000 aeatd
Hawthorne Police Department 50,000 - 56,725
Hermosa Beach Police Department 20,313 | <~§8’530
Imperial Beach Police Department 16,680 T 30.2d)
Imperial County Sheriff's Department - 45,000 °138,889
Los Angeles Police Department . 125,000 1.
Marin County Sheriff's Department 19,067 aoar
Menlo Park Police Department . .. 30,000 53’563
Modesto Police Department ) 48,2g; R e
Ojai Police Department 14,0 2. Bl
Palmdale, City of 30,000. '20,000
Palo Alto Police Department 20,000 ,152
Paramount, City of 2 26,238 ,29,055 _
Sacramento Police Department 123,349 137,

San Francisco SAFE, Inc. . 125,000 138,888
San Mateo, CAPTURE, Inc.. o 111,699 124’118*
Santa Ana. Police Department Z 75,267 gg,gig_
Santa Barbara Police Department = . 44,283 - A
Santa Monica Bay Volunteer Bureau 50,000 »gg,333w
Sausalito Police Department : 30,000 R
StanisTaus County Sheriff's Department 6,265 6,500
Stocktan Police Department ' Eo 30,000 ““gg;lgz
Union City Police Department 23,282 e
Vacaville Police Department. 15,000 - 30
Visalia Police Department 28,270 3Ll
West Covina Police Department 50,000 A

~Yuba City Police Department. 29,982 4,

) | TOTAL

$1,475,515

vii
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CONTINUING PROJECTS
H COMTRACTUAL OBJECTIVES AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Both the planned and actual levels of performance of the continuing

ﬂprdjects funded by the CCR program, as might be expected, varied in two

distinct ways: differences in the number and mix of Legislatively mandated

‘activities selected anq, as+its complement, differences in the intensities

of efforts within any one activity.

-Program Objective #1:\‘To”recruit, train‘and use volunteers and

para-professionals to carry out local crime
prevention efforts. )

As was’true during the first year of program operation, the range of

activities aimed at fulfilling this objective was_not wide.

Summarizing the’ recruitment and training activities of the eignt CCR

Program sites,'theﬁfol1owing were the usual means by which volunteers were'

recruited and trained:

o

Recruitment fromi]oca] homeowner's assbciations, Board of Realtors,

and other citizen groups, as a'result of presentations delivered by
project staff; the necessity of volunteer citizen involvement is
heavily stressed in all such presentations.

‘Recruitment frbm the community at large through the use of public

service ‘announcements, and in some cases, the design and/or purchase

of video programs expressly designed to stimulate interest in being
a coordinator of a neighborhood's activities.

viii
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- groups to provide for a se1f-susta1n1ng cr1me prevent1on effort was also

Volunteer training carried out periodically by project stqff;
training topics included residential and ccmmercial security
inspections, anti-robbery techniques, security a1ds for senior
citizens, and techniques for extending and building upon local

programs.

Accomplishment - Program Objective #1

Projects appear to be well on their way to achieving their anticipated
level of volunteer support. The only areas where .here is evidence of
possible under-achievement are technical support activities, such as

Manhattan Beach's citizen band radio patrol.

Program Objective #2: To increase citizen_invo]vement in
local crime prevention efforts.
There was no substantial change from the first year of operation 1in
either the approaches, scope, or achievement of projects with respect to
Objective 2. Although there was considerable range in the activities

carried out under this objective, the primary thrust, program-wide, was tq

mak e Néighborhood Watch preéentations'to increase the numbar of households ! mef;/f”

taking partxin Neighborhood Watch The creat1on of ne1ghb0rhood governlng

amongst the range of act1v1t1es. :  7;;

2]

Accomplishment - Program Objective #2 : BRI

With ét least one year of experience-supporting their effoﬁﬁs,“a11

projects are making satisfactory progress in achieving the inteng?d level of

W
<

Cix

g e e

Tocal Neighborhood Watch participation. The number of individual households
continuing in the program most Tikely is a potent reason for the relative
ease with which~projects have increased the number of Neighborhood Watch

households, as well as block captains or coordinators.

Program Objective #3: To educate Tocal residents and businesses
' in crime resistance approaches.

In practice, Objective 3 was closely allied with Objective 2, since
c1t1zen involvement with local crime resistance projects necessar1]y carried
with it an educational perspective. From initial participation in
Neighborhodd Watch or other pub]ic méetings, through becoming a block

coordinator, through serving as a more regional coordinator, through

“becoming a home securlty 1nspector, the homeowner, bus1nessmen and vo]unteer

became progreszsively better informed on the state-of-the-art for crime

resistance. .

Accomplishment - Program Objective #3

The year-to-date’perforhance of the eight continuing projects varied
consfderab]ys When focusing upon the number and size of either Neighborhood
Watch or other more specialized presentations, there appears to be good

progress in reaching yearly goals. However, there is a notable lack of

progress in those instances where audio-visual or- spec1a] printed mater1als

were. to be made available to the public.




Program Objective #4: To train peace officers in community oriented
procedures as well as crime prevention

Based upon their experiences during the first year of program

operation, the projects began to formalize their approaches to the training

of agency law enforcement officers. Apart from occasional attendance at

regional or state-wide training conferences, local project staff focused on

providing ongoing and regularly-scheduled short sessions on crime prevention’

to in-house sworn officers. Similar to the first year, crime prevention

training was closely allied to more genéra] conmunity-re]ations strategies.

However, as the sessions became more formalized, and of special concern in
and of themselves, the topic of crime prevention became less a sub-part of

commnity relations and more a special strategy whose net effects 1nc1uded

enhanced community relations.

Accomplishment - Program Objective #4

Th1s objective was stipulated by only two projects. However, success

dur1ng the second year of program operat1on was high.

Program Objective #5; To establish comprehensive crime programs
for the elderly :
As was true during the first year of operat1on, five of the e1ght
orwg1na1 program sites were oriented toward the special needs of senior
citizens. In addition, one other site made special attempts to ]essen the

disproportionate effect crime has on senior citizens.

5 I
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Accomplishment - Objective #5

Projects are making gcod progress in responding to the special needs of
senior citizens. -

Program Objective #6: To conduct home and business
a security inspections

The range of activities here includes several related sub-cbjectives:

to carry out home and business security inspections, to make property

identification equ1pment and aecurity devices, such as deadbolt and window

‘1ocks, ava11ab1e to 1oca1 citizens.

Accomplishment - Program Objective #6

I\

Consistent with first year“findings, this program component accounted

”for‘both-SUbstant1a1 accomp lishment and persistant\difficu]ties. Building

upon the first year's dfscoveny'of the efficiencies,of homeowner

fse1f—inspections. the program in its second year recorded significantly less
“than the p]anned'number of home sécurity ihspectiOns. However, a more
~accurate number, 1f only probab]e, would be the number of persons tak1ng

part in Neighborhood Watch meetlngs, since 1nstruct1on in secur1ty

inspection was almost certainly a part of all such meet1ng$.

.:-ThN persistant d1ff1cu1ty 1nvo]ved with the acconpl1shnent of this

D

~obgect?é; centers around a cont1nued reluctance on the part of both

'7"res1dents and bus1nessmen to g1ve strangers access to,thelr hOmes and

-

o
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business establishments.

Program Objectivev#7: To assist in the development of new or
modification of existing architectural

" standards and ordinances in order to
assist in crime prevention

As Table 8 describes, only two of the originaT eight projects have .

attempted to influence Tocal architectural standards.

Accompiishment - Program Objective #7

Both the Fairfield and Santa Maria sites have made good progress in
determining and stating those security measures that should become part of
their c1t1es architectural codes. However, both projects have been subJect
to at least one similar and major constraint: theirvrecommehdations'are
subject to the review and approval ot other city entities, inc]udfng

planning commissions, and city councils. ’ = . o

Program Objective #8: To assist dn the development and
. 1mp1ementat1on of programs des1gned
to reduce domestic v1o]ence

4 - - : "
) = S . S u

No projects are carrying out,activities which wéu]d lead to the
“accomplishment of this program objective.
Program-Objectivet#9: To assist in the development and -

implementation of programs designed
to prevent sexual assaults

xiii
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This program objective transiated into one series of women's safety

workshops, and one series of seminars to train local teachers to educate

their students.

IMPACT OF PROJECT EFFORTS

The analysis of the Community Crime Resistance Program's impact

consists of four different ana]yses:

effect on the number of res1dent1a1 burg]ar1es within each
part1c1pat1ng agency's target area. o :

“satisfaction of citiéens with the projects’ efforts, as
measured by responses to a program-w1de quest1onna1re.

'range of benefits from increased neighborhood un1ty, as
a resu]t of Ne1ghborhood Watch efforts. . '

need for program cont1nuat1on and expans1on, as demonstrated
by the responses: to a program-w1de survey.

' Crime. Reduction

Progect efforts 1n reduc1ng res1dent1a1 burg]ar1es var1ed greatly.
However, taken as a un1f1ed program, the sum of the proaects efforts werew
*not effect1ve in reduc1ng the number of reported res1dent1a1 burg]arles.

- The program S m1n1ma1 1mpact on burglary reduct1on Tikely results from four

0

--sets of cond1t10ns

8
i
o

.1 Progect-spec1f1c Timitations with respect to those areas.

, 5ﬁf . ) targeted for 1ntens1ve crime resistance efforts;

*xiv
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cenforcement off1cers.

2, §lower‘than expected program maturation;

3. The confounding and 1arge]y unmeasurable effect of increased

reporting to Taw enforcement agencies as a result of Neighborhood
Watch citizen motivation;

4. An ambivalence on the part of the program S adm1n1strat1on as to
whether crime reduction per se is a primary goal or whether it is

sinply one of the more benef1c1a] side-effects of the CCR Program's
operation.

Participant‘Satisfaction

ML

As opposed to the measure of reduced residential”bUrg]aries; there was
clear, high, and s1gn1f1cant satisfaction with the<C. C.R. Program by those
households part1c1pat1ng in Neighborhood Watch and other similar programs.
In order of their importance, "know]edgeable staff“ was the primary reason

for part1c1pant sat1sfact1on, fo]1owed by, in order, ability to answer

spec1f1c quest1ons, the quality and quant1ty of handouts and 11terature, the

)

convenience of meeting twmes, and f1na11y, the part1c1pat1on of Taw

E Over 98 percent of those quest1oned responded that they p]anned to
part1c1pate in some fash1on in ]oca] cr1me prevent1on efforts (Question 8).
Almost 86 percent of those’ querled p]anned to be Ne1ghborhood watch
househo]ds.‘ In add1t1on, over 400 of the a]most 1 900 respondents

state-W1de, vo]unteered to be proaect vo]unteers or Nelghborhood watch b]ock

’capta1ns, ro]es Wh1ch demand an extraord1nary time and energy comm1tment.

Turnlng to the reasons why those questioned chose to take part 1n their

3

i

XV

b

%

Tocal Neighborhood Watch ‘program, the most often cited reason was a

i il : : ited was experience
neighber's recommendation, while the reason 1east:often cit p

with other crime prevention programs.

In short, participants were we]iepleased with program efforts, and
expressed a high degree of commitment to the initiation and maintainence of

Neighboirrhood Watch.

Range of Secondary Program Benefits

As mentiOned in the First Annual Report to the Legislature (January,

1982), the CCR Program clearly brought about benefits over and above(the
‘achievement of “contractual objectives. These benefits can‘best be read as
means rather than ends. That is, it was by v1rtue of the items 11sted below
that the projects were ab1e to achieve their respective objectives. These

benefits included:

v

1. roject sites where Taw enforcement officers were front

t qgnghgizjgcthtaff, the program increased non-confrontatwna]d )
~contact between citizens and officers; expected resu]?s 12$ u gf
lessening of community tension, more effective identification r o
officers as concerned citizens, and greater-interest on the par to
citizens in becomlng more formally connected with law ‘enforcement. .

- ~Tine pro ect staff were orf1cers or espec1a11y where
2.’,¥R§;ew£;gn§0}]ze 2adgts or other youth volunteers, the progrzm

© - offered a relatively structured, subsidized means of community .
service training; expected results include greater eff1c1ency i i
expanding law enforcement's apprec1at10n for comunity service,

 building of confidence and skills in cadets, and a screening
process for- youth express1ng an interest in law enforcement.
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3. In those cases where projects worked through or coordinated with
public service or community-based organizations, the program
provided a convenient focal point for community activity; expected
resuits include increased communication between what often might
have been competing groups, low-cost and effective transmission of
crime prevention information, increased, future non-governmental
subsidy of crime prevention costs, and the development of more -
unified approaches to the solution of issues relating to community
well~being.

3
L

4. The operation of Neighborhood Watch provided a means for
heterogenous or otherwise ill-defined neighborhoods to develop a
neighborhood identity; benefits to include reduction in social and
.criminal justice related tensions, more coherent resporses to
-neighborhood emergencies, and more effective representation of
neighborhood concerns w1th1n the local pol1t1ca1 settlng.

Perceived Need for Program Services

&

qu‘the most part, respondents to the orally conducted surVey were
residenfs of neighborhoods which were not receiving‘CCR‘services, but which,
were if not for budgetary restraints, would have been targeted for local

crime resistance services. In the remainder of cases, those surveyed were

residentsﬂofktargeted‘areas, but were persons who had dec]ined‘to take part

in program efforts.

4

Fifty-five percent (55%) of the 753 respondents held that although -
neighborhood crime was certainly a preblem, it was not a serious prob]em,
and no worse in their ne1gbhorhood than in other parts of the ]oca]
acomnun1ty. In add1t1on, almost 29 percent of those surveyed fe]t that
neighborhood crime was not a seg1eqs problem. This means that nearly 84

percent of those surveyedffelf that crime in their neighborhood was less -

than a serious problem. By conparison; approximately 7 percent of
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respondents felt that neighborhood crime was a very serious danger to

residents,

The majority of respondents, 57 percent, felt that crime in their

neighborhoodﬁhas’remained about the same. Of the 753 respondents, 207 or 27

percent felt that crime had increased. Only 16 percent felt that crime had

decreased locally.

e

In descendfhg order, the perceived reasons for neighborhood crime were:

‘Number of “YES" % of Total

7 : Response Responses

= Criminals have easy access to

neighborhood homes ; 296 25%
- Most neighbors do not lbok out . .

for one another ) ‘ 279 o 23%
- Absence of pol1ce patrols ' 215 18%
- There is no ant1-cr1me program : :

1n the neighborhood ' 201 ' 17% .
- Cr1m1nals Tiving in the .‘k , i .

neighborhood or close by - - 165 144
2 Gang'aEtivity in the area . 41 3%

Fifty percent-(SO%) of those surveyed descrlbed themselves as never
fee11ng unsafe in the dayt1me, but somet1mes fee11ng unsafe at n1ght. The

vnext numerous response, or 35 percent of ali answers, was that residents

anever feel unsafe in the1r ne1ghborhoods” On1y~l4 percent of the responses

RH

represented‘a fear~of,be1ng‘euts1de'the1r‘housesyalone;whether“day er night,
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" with approximately 1 percent éxpressing an absolute fear of Teaving their

houses whether alone or with others.

A second central survey item, asked fhe extent to which those surveyed
had been a victim 6f crime in the last year. Fifty-six percent (55%) of |
those surveyed had not heen a victim of crime in toe\last year, while 28
percent had B%en victimized only once. These figures translate into a one

in four chance of Sefng“victimized more than once in the last year in those

neighborhoods surveyed,

In summany, where respondenfs did not perceive a serious crime problem, "
they felt that crimé had in the last year decreasod or stayed about the
same, they were not typioa]Ty‘apprehensive'concerning safety in their

neighborhood, and they had not been subject to a high rate of victimization

“in the last year.

o PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS
NEW C.C.R. PROJECTS AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

The only sfgnificant'difference between the continuing and new C.C.R.

projects is the "Seed Money" granfs,'the,pugpose’of which is to assist
Ny : ;

agencies/organizations with their: initial start-up costs. Askoutliﬁea-in‘ ‘

the 1982 RFP, projects funded as “"seed money" sites could not use grant
B . N Q

funds for any purpose other'than operating«expén§es. PersoﬁnelocostSDWOuld'

not%Qe‘reimbursed'hy grant funds, and all proposed equipment purchases would

be sobject to speqial-justification,
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of funding.” Those proi '
. ) ojec ivihg " ey "
’ Projects receiving 'seed money " grants included:.

gzusa‘Pﬁlfce Deoértment

esert Hot Springs Police De a

; ] rtm

Mqr!n Coonty Sheriff's Depargmentent

0jai Police Department

gglo.A;to Police Department :
anislaus County Sheriff's p

Stock?on Police Department epartment

Vacaville Police Department

TECHNICAL -ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The ity Cri i : “
Community Cr1ne;Res1stance Program is becoming a stable and

extensive"paot of Cali i
: if ! i
of ornia’s approach to countering crime, Given this

fact, and i iderati
in conSIderat1on of the growing interest of community groups and
: n

Taw enf 4 ime pi
| orcement in crime prevention strategies, OCJP and the Crime

- Resistance Ta initi k
‘ nce‘Task Forco have Tnitiated a Technical Assistance Program

vThis ptogram consists of four components:

Y]

C.C.R. Resource Cent A

. er

On-§1§e Technical Assistance
kTra1n1ngvMeetings s
Exemplary Programs (Host sites) =

o
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C.C.R. RESOURCE CENTER

The Crime Resistance Resource Center is 1ocated in Sacramento, at the

Office of Criminal Just1ce P]annlng. The Center contains both basic and

detailed profiles of community crime prevention'programs from throughout the

State. In addition, the Center makes available samples of literature

developed and distributed by the C.C.R. Program as well as other crime

preventfon programs. Also available are lists of audio-visual materials and

informational guides for developing crime prevention programs.

ON-SITE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

:'\\

The 0n-$17e Techpical Ass1stance Component is a result of the wea]th of

Lr1me preven*fon spec1a11sts associated with California's public and

conmun1ty ~-based agerc1es. Through so]1c1tat10ns by 0cdp, twenty—three

technical assistance consultants were chosen to provide on-site ass1stance

. to various California communities. The fol]owing'agencies have received

on=site technical assistance:

Fontana Police Department Monrovia Police Department
Alhambra Police Department Richmond Police Department
3an C]emente Police Department

TRAINING MEETINGS

Technical assistance tra1n1ng meet1ngs have been conducted 1n 11eu of

on—site consu]tat1ons whenever a group of agenc1es in a g1ven geograph1ca]

area have ‘a common need. The- fo11OW1ng tra1n1ng sessions have been

v 7 o xxi

conducted by various technicai assistance consultants:

Sacramento - February 23, 1982

Laguna Beach - May 15, 1982

“Ontar1o - June 24-25, 1982

University of Ca11forn1a - June 29, 1982

Exemplary Program (Host Sites)

o The goal of this program is to transfer information about successful
crime prevention'approaches to comnunities seeking to establish or‘improve
similar programs. Once ver1f1ed nominated crime prevent1on programs may
become what have been termed HOST sites. Selected government off1c1a]s,

cr1m1na1 Ju<t1ce personnel, cr1me prevent1on pract1t1oners and conmun1ty

representat1ves may make scheduled visits from one to three days to a HOST

‘ program. ‘The purpose of these visits is to make direct observation and

receive techn1ca] ass1stance in topical areas which are appropr1ate to any

g1ven community 's needs.

Sk

q

PROGRAM SUMMARY ANDVRECOMMENDATIONS

W
N

suMMARv
WOrk1ng from the most genera] to more specific conc1u=10ns, it is clear
~ that the Commun1ty Cr1me Resistance Program has fulfil]ed,both 1eg1slat1ve
intent and program management expectatlons. In the ma1n,%CCR proaects have

made adequate progress toward the ach1evement of both: proJect specific as

S
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well as programmatic goals. In this sense, the original eight projects can

be expected to be a firm basis for future local extension and refinement of

crime resistance strategies.

Where there were weaknesses in the operation and/or achievements of the
~eight CCR projects, they can be ascribed to one central tendency. In short,

project planning was in many cases undercut by an advertising approach-which

was unexpectedly effective. Project staff increaSing]y became subject to an

expanding, area-wide need, whose fulfillment often was difficult to

reconcile with prior project planning.

This phenomenon was especially apparent where projects targeted high
residential burglary areas for intensive ne1ghborh od organizing. As was
previously discussed, the less than expected reduction in targeteo
neighborhood crine is likely a result of a dilution of projeci”efforts.
Rea]1st1ca11y, it remains d1ff1cu1t for a project which depends so much on
| indi i dual househo]d 1n1t1at1ve, to delay or: refuse to respond to all

requests for crime resistance services.

| A second, if less pronounced aspect of program operat1on 1nvo1ves what

has become a quest1on of d1m1n1sh1ng return. Spec1f1ca1]y, it is not clear =

‘whether grant funds commited to audio/visual efforts have been effective.
It is true that the costs of such produétions, given that they are quality
.productions, can be ame11orated over many years of poss1b1e use.  So given

this, the true value of the video-tape and s]1de-f11m product1ons at this

N
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time can only be approximated. However, where such productions were used,
they appear to have been of Timited importance, at least as a stimulus for
individuals to participate in local crime prevention programs.

A more.specific but quite clear aspect of the C.C.R. ﬁrogram was its
limited interest and even more limited accomplishments with respecf to
Program Object%ves 8 and 9: respectively, to assist in the development and
implementation of programs designed to reduce domestic violence, and, to
assist in the development and imp lementation of programs designed to prevent
sexual assaults. No C. .C.R. projects planned for or implemented .
ant1-domest1c violence components. Two (2) of the e1ght original projects
planned anti-sexual assault educational programs; one oriented specifically
toward high school populations, and one toward all interested citizens.

On]y the Tatter approach can be said to have approximated its objectives.

The unified approach to crime prevention whether at the state or local

1eve1, appears to depepd“\n a recognition of the functional reTationship

between sevqral porfaons of\law enforcement. Similarly, a unified crime

_resistance approach has demandegfﬁof the more effective C.C.R. projects, a

&)

well planned, and multi-faceted strategy‘of public information dissemination
coup]ed,with law enforcement officer educatiOp,‘and coupled with
coordination with already estanlished community service-oriented agencies.’
Such a mode], although not perfectly des1gned at th1s point, is available

for further test1ng. Given that the need for crime resistance activities

- does ‘not appear to vary significantly between loca11t1es, especially with
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a. That the use of a planned number of volunteers and-
para-professionals be mandated.

respect to its central components, there are ample reasons to begin testing | ? | " b. That all projects be provided standarized curricula
' . for Neighborhood Watch, security inspection outreach
and application, and that deviations from these
standarized models be a function of "show cause"
negotiations between 0CJP program management,
C.C.R. Program will be eased considerably through the mandating of a central . - -g:osgggﬁ;;esgggggffsés?"d/°r affiliated consuitants

those present models which appear effective. At present, it is sa¥e to say

that judgements concerning the effectiveness of any or all portions of the

or "core" set of C.C.R. Program components. ' : ! ' o '
; ‘ c. That, in effect, all prospective grantees demonstrate
‘ v , _ | in their grant application that they are familjar with
- : s . F3an, | @ 1 - the more standarized accepted, and demonstrated effective
: ths of operation is - i : . ’ : ’ : .
- tn all, the C.C.R. Program in its S9°°"d nine month perat ) f ' ’ A strategies for crime resistance, and that their planning
making satisfactory progress in carrying-out its planned activities, ; process 1s a result of such acquaintance.
| B

isfyi ici ' l i ion i i and settih , ' - , :
satisfying participant’s need for crime prevention 1nformat1on,_ o J In addition to these three recommendations, the following are advised:

the stage for .more extensive geographical and programmatic operations.

o S

|

|

| P |
.d. " OCJP should insist that a]]-project”planning'be‘a

% result of the analysis of local crime patterns, and

| . that projects in their initial grants describe how

! . - and to what extent future efforts rely on success in

|

i

|

}

|

RECOMMENDATIONS first year "target areas”

- e. With respect to the targeting of geographic and/or
demographic areas, projects should provide in their
initial grant applications a schedule of
interventions’ in target areas, and '

Based upon the outcome of approximately seven quarters of C.C.R.

Program operation, and especially in view of the expansion of the pragram tov
thirty-two additional project sites, the following recommendations are

| f. A1 projects should explain within their initial
v | ‘ grant application the percent of effort, that is,»
1. Modification of Program Activity - Program Refinements _ o | . | R iﬁzjgtggzoﬁgcgg;g:?;ghcﬁ;;l £$t;gglzggg:g;§]§r:gsthe
' ' : As part of this explanation, projects should be

offered: ' 3' S 3

. ) ion he C.C.R. Program is :
A Finding of the second year evaluation of the L. 9 f required to specify the number of residential or
» . 2 . 0ssibility of ) ‘ : commercial units within the target area, the number
that the te"STOH betwegn Tocal design and ﬁhe‘po 1y | ‘ | of targeted crimes occurring within each targeted
s e s . s e . ctivities is not ! e : R area fog each of the three years immediately -
duplication ‘of 1neffic1en; and or ineffective activ ‘ | | 7 " ~ preceeding the grant year, as well as a numerical | ‘
‘ ;‘ commitment to-the reduction of targeted crimes within = ~
| .
I
j

' SN

‘ i ‘ . i ct of sent and Tlikel
creat1ve qnd represents a detrjmgntal aspec 9 pre | y o tarqeted treas.
future program operation. Consequently,” the following first year

recommendations are reiterated:

(AR
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Modification of Program Activity Options: Spec1f1cat1on of
Neighborhood Watch Strategies

As a refinement of Recommendation 1, a1l C.C.R. Program grants should
Using the

include a home security/neighbochood organization objective.
“Neighborhood Watch" program as the generic strategy, all current or

prospective projects should be obligated to provide the following

services:

EAS

information, literature and training concernﬁhg home

a'
security measures and effective home security hardwares,

b. .initiation and/or maintenance of neighborhood anti-crime
organizations, modeled after the Ne1ghborhood Watch :
intervention, ‘

c. public educational sessions concerning home and personal

:se6urity, to include sufficient training for participants
to carry-out their own home security:inspecﬁions.

These;'and any other specificéi?ons developed by program staff, would
serve to consolidate what are now three distinct Program Objectives. |

Program Objectives 2, 3, and 6 would be consolidated to form two new

objectives:

- Program ObJeft1ve 2: "o 1ncrease the 1nvo]vement of
citizens through educat1ng them in ¢rime resistance
approaches including methods for citizens to carny ~out
security inspections of the1r own homes." .

- Program Objective 3: To. conduct or traln bus1nessmen to
conduct business secur1ty 1nspect1ons.

B

oxxviio o

Modification of the Eva]uat1on Design: Redefinition of the

Research Perspect1ve

Thgcaécurate representatibn of the C.C.R. Program‘s.net inpéct depends
upon.avmore‘rigorous approach to the amassing, transference, and

ana]ysisvbﬁwdataﬁ Given this fact, and given the present need for all
project resources to be d1rected toward the provision of d1fect crime

resistance services, it is recommended that all future C.C.R. Program

grants be augmented by at Teast $1,000. These monies would be

specwfvcally ear-marked for project staff assistance in the evaluation

_effort.
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CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND
INTRODUCTION

In reéent years, law enforcement has embarked on widespread campaigns
to educate citizens and to heighten an awareness of the need to reduce the
opportunity for the commission of crimes, by implementing basic prevention
techniques. Law enforcement alone has not been able to cope adequately with
the crime problem. Consequently, resistance to crime and juvenile

detinquency requires effective law enforcement, as well as the cooperation

v e

-of community residents. If this joint partnership is to be accomplished in
the near future, successful crime‘resistance programs involving the
participation of citizen volunteers and community leaders need to be
identified and givén recognition. In this way all California communities

may benefit from what has already been trigd and analyzed.

In researching crime trends for the last decade in California, the
CaJifornia»Counci] on Criminal Justice (CCCJ) in 1978 determined that
burglary continued to be the most serious crime in California in terms of

frequency, dollar Toss énd expenditure of 'criminal justice resources. This

same council, which was established under Section 13810 of the California

Penal Code, and aska‘function of Phe Federal Omnibus Crime antrolfand Safe
“S;reefs Act of 1968 (PL,90-351), ;Hso foreéast that robbernyil1 ﬁémain a

éérious problem in terms of both its rate of ihcreasekand~i£s,potential for

physical violence. In response to the recognition of a continuing crime
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problem in California, the Community Crime Resistance (CCR) Program was
established. Its goal was to identify successful crime prevention programs,
to disseminate information on successful anti-crime techniques, and to
increase the number of citizen'volunteers active in crime prevention

ventures.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
Based upon the research, findings and recommendations of the Caiifornia
Council on Criminal Justice, Governor Brown, in August of 1977, signed an
Executive Order establishing the California Crime Resistance Task Force. In
his Executive Order, the Governor emphasized the need for generating and
encouragiﬁg awareness throughout California for citizen involvement in

supporting local law enforcement efforts to reduce crime.

Subsequent to the 1977 Executive Order estabiishing the Crime
Resistance Task Force, Assembly Bi11 2971 (Chapter 578, 1978 Statutes;
Levine) was signed into law by Governor Brown. This stétutori]y adfhorized
the creation of the California Crime Resistance Task Force (CRTF) as an
advisory body to the Offipe of Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP) which would
assist 0CJP and CCCJ in furthering citizen invo]vementvwith local law
enforcement in their crime resistance efforts and in carrying-out the
proviSidrs of AB 2971. 1In enactiﬂé this legislation, the Legislature
intends to recoghize sUCcessful crime resistance and preventidn programs, to
disseminate successful techniquesband information,“andJ;o encourage local:-
agencies tokinvO1ve citizen volunteers in effértg to combat crime and

o
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related probiems.

This Statute also authorized OCJP to implement and administer the
California Community Crime Resistance Program, a local-assistance grant
program which,depended'upon 0CJP's ability to develop operating revenues for
Tocal commnity crime resistance projects. Assembly Bill 2971 is due to
"sunset" on January 1, 1983. 1In the Spring of 1982, Assemblyman Mel Levine,
author of the enabling statute, introduced new legislation (AB 2976) which
would 1ift the sunset date and reauthorize the Community Crime Resistance
Program until January 1, 1986. Governor Brown subsequently signed AB 2976
into law on September 22, 1982. This new legislation (Chapter 1291 of 1982
Statutes) will be effective beginning January 1, 1983. (See Appendix B for
copy of AB 2971 and AB 2976).

PROGRAM HISTORY
The Crime Resistance Task Force, which issued out of the need to
identify, coordinate, and promote successful crime preventidn programs,
gained initial fina&cia] support in 1977 from Federal Law Enforcement
Assistant Administration (LEAA) funds administered by the Office of Criminal
Justice Planning., At its inception, the CRTF was comprised of eight members
appointed by Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. The eight members consisted of

two representatives- from Santa Ana, Pasadena, Concord and Stockton.

These four repfesentative cities were selected because they had

on-going crime prevention programs which involved law enforcement/citizen
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team-work. The two members chosen from each city were the Chief of Police

and a citizen representative. The designated chairman of the Task Force is

Chief Ray Davis of the Santa Ana Police Department. Subsequent to these

initial appointments and as a result of Chapter 578 of 1978 Statues, the

CRTF membership was increased to include eight more appointees who would

represent law enforcement, private citizens and elected city and county

officials. (See Appendix C for roster of current membership.)

The specific objectives of the CRTF are six in number:

1.

The Task Force further'ant1c1patéd four activities which would be the

To identify successful crime resistance programs throughout
the state involving commnity-law enforcement partnerships,
and to disseminate demonstrated techiques and organizational
methods;

To inform citizens in specific measures they can take
to prevent crimes from occurring;

To arrange for technical assistance support for community
groups and law enforcement agencies interested in developing
community crime resistance programs;

To estabiish and maintain a centralized, statewide crime
resistance/prevention informationiand resource center;

To stimuTate a statewide attitude of continuing citizen
volunteer involvement in crime resistance efforts.

To assist OCJP in carrying out the provisions of AB 2971
and AB 2976. :

most effective means of carrying out the objectives listed above. These

four general activities ihvolved the operation of:

SR
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. A Crime Resistance Information Center - which, since 1978,
has maintained a comprehensive file of existing crime
prevention/resistance programs in California. The Information
Center is a vehicle by which requesting law enforcement
personnel and/or citizens can find out what is being done
elsewhere so that they can tailor the information to fit their
own community needs. The Center contains profiles of
comunity crime prevention programs, samples of literature,
lists of audio-visual materials and guidelines for
implementing various program components. The Resource
Center is now fully automated, thus allowing for an efficient
data retrieval system and is served by a tol1-free number
maintained by staff.

. Technical Assistance Resources - which are made available
to lTocal communities on an as needed basis in order to provide
crime prevention program development assistance to requesting
agencies or organizations. Under this program, a team of
crime prevention consultants is used to provide a very
sophisticated type of on-site technical assistance to
requesting agencies or organizations who have designated a
specific need or problem. This program also arranges for
requesting crime prevention practitioners, city, county, law
enforcement officials and community representatives to visit a
successful project to learn how they can transfer the knowledge
and program activities to their own Jurisdictions. Another
element of this program is a type of technical assistance
whereby a specific need or problem is identified by groups of
agencies or organizations. Again, consultants are used to
provide this assistance. This program is modeled after LEAA's
national technical assistance program, which was met with much

. Success. Although the implementation of the Technical
Assistant Program is in its early stages, announcements and
technical assistance request forms have been designed and
distributed throughout the state. Thus far, 4 training
sessions and 4 on-site visits have been carried-out.

. A Public Awareness Campaign - which was designed to increase

public awareness of and involvement in community crime
prevention programs. In 1978, the Task Force embarked on a
state-wide multi-media public awareness effort designed to
promote the need for citizen involvement in local Taw
enforcements efforts in dealing with ¢rime problems. For
two years OCJP contracted with the advertizing agency of
Abert, Newhoff and Burr, Inc., of Los Angeles to design,
produce and implement the phases of the media campaign.

The overall theme was: "DON'T BE A PIGEON", Three crime
prevention messages were developed for radio and television
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broadcasting, newspaper advertising and local adaptation. -
The three messages are: "Good Neighbors Protect Each Other",
“Protect Your Home From Burglary", and "Plan Your Defense
Against Rape". Corresponding brochures were also developed
for distribution to law enforcement agencies, community
organizations and interested citizens. A1l media messages
reflected the tol1-free number used for the resource center.
In 1980, a 30-minute documentary entitled: "PIGEON

HAWKS" was developed by the Task Force for both television and
institutional use. It dramatizes the need for neighborhood
watch type of activities and burglary prevention. Although
the multi-media effort has not been very active during this
past year, the CRTF and OCJP continue to distribute the
brochures and provide the documentary to requesting

agencies and organizations.

. Local Assistance Grant Program - which provides funding to
Tocal units of government to implement crime prevention programs and
to establish cooperative working relationships between law
enforcement agencies, citizens ‘and community organizations. The
Crime Resistance Task Force assisted 0CJP in developing program
guidelines which contained administrative guidelines, and procedures
for selecting local agencies to receive crime resistance funds. The
CRTF, in accordance with its established criteria, policy and
procedures, makes funding recommendations to OCJP.

A final design feature of the CRTF was fhe formation of a Technical
Advisory Group (TAG) whose responsibility it would be to build on the most
current “staté-of—the-art“ crime resistance techniques and to assist in
designing and implementing the work plans for achieving the goals” and
objectives of the CRTF. The TAG was to be comprised of representatives of
Taw enforcement organizations including staff from the Attorney General's
Office, the Commission on Peace Officers Standards and Tbaining (POST),

California Peace Officers Association (CPOA), and the California Crime

- Prevention Officers Association (CCPOA). The group also,had business, -

media, and citizen repre§éntatives who had “in the past demonstrated interest

in crime resistance and prevention. (See Appendix C for roster of TAG)
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EVALUATION MODEL
Consistent with the'terms'bf the statute, the Office of Criminal
Justice Planning bears the responsibility for preparing an annual report to
the Legislature describing in detail the operation of the program and the
results obtained. In addition, it was to be the responsibility of OCJP to

make all such information available to all interested parties.

With assistance from the OCJP'Evaluation Staff, the Technical Advisory
Group of the Crime Resistance Task Force was to develop an evaluation design
for the firstlyear Community Crime Resistance Program. The design, as
approved by the Task Force, would use OCJP Evaluation resources augmented by
crime prevention practitioners. The design was to consist of the collection
of specific data, periodic project-site visits, project monitoring and

technical assistance.

As anticipated by OCJP, the first annual report to the Legislature on

the Community Crime Resistance Program would make use of four distinct data

sources: -

. Quarterly project progress reports;
. Project visit summaries by the TAG evaluators;

. Reports from the program monitor or any other.OCJP staff
who have carried out on-site visits or interviews; and,

. Community approval surVeys, designed and analyzed by 0CJP,
and applied by project staff.




This initial design became modified in the second year of program
operation. Specifically, the TAG evaluation effort was discontinued, a
greater re11ance was placed on quarterly narrative reports, and a more

standardized though flexible approach to the description of unanticipated

local resources or deficits was instituted.

The reason for this modification was primarily a need forkgreater
clarity in the specification of objectives, the level of objective

achievement, and most importantly, those factors which had a bearing on the

under or over-achievement of project obJectlves.

FUNDING BACKGROUND AND PROJECT SELECTION

Eight Original CCR Projects

In early 1980, 0CJP obtained $500,000 in reverted LEAA funds matched by

- $500, 000 in FY 1979/80 State General Fund monies to implement the Community

Crime Resistance Program. A portion of the LEAA,funds was used to support
the Crime Prevention Technical Assistance Program, as described in Chapter 4
of this Report. The remaining federal funds plus the State allocation were

used to fund the first e1ght CCR proaects for two years, with second year

- funding being awarded upon application to OCJP and upon completion ofkfirst

year activities. The Community Crime Resisiance Program First Annﬁa] B‘port

o the Legislature (January, 1982) describes - ‘the f1rst year operat1ons of

these eight projects.

PR + e
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As described in the first report, these eight projects were selected by
way of a competitive bid process. A Request-For-Proposal (RFP) and Program
and Administrative Guidelines were prepared and issued by OCJP, in
conjunction with the Task For;e and TAG. These original documents explained
the 2 year funding cycle and were used as the basis for awarding second-year
grants. Responses to the RFP were reviewed and rated by a panel of three
TAG members. Their recommendations for funding consideration went to the
full Task Force for further review and discussion. The Task Force then
presented their recommendations for funding to the Executive Director of

0CJP, who in turn made the final selection of grant recipients.

In keeping with the fAG and CRTF recommendations, OCJP chose to make
the following awards. In each case, a condition of the award was a minimum
10% match in. the first year of operation. A minimum of 20% match was
required in the second year of operation by the applying agency; an increase
in match funds over the 10% required for first year operation. The reason
for the incremental increase from first to second year was to allow
participating agencies to demonstrate their increasing commitment to the
full integration of crime resistance activities into local law enforcement

strategies. : . ;

The final, total negotiated levels of funding were:

o e s



CONTINUING PROJECTS: SECOND YEAR

GRANT$ TOTAL$
Daly City Anti-Crime League $19,980 $ 24,975
Fairfield Department of Public Safety 54,873 - 56,091
Laguna Beach Police Department 21,850 27,313
Manhattan Beach Police Department 19,300 24,145
Ontario Police Department 50,000 62,500
San Jose Police Department 90,000 112,500
Santa Maria Police Department 16,867 21,083

Sonoma County Sheriff's Department 49,462 51,827

The term of these original eight projects for their second year of
operations is as follows:

9/30/82

Daly City Anti-Crime League 10/1/81 -

Fairfield Department of Public Safety 7/1/82 - 6/30/83
Laguna each Police Department 10/1/81 - 9/30/82
Manhattan Bech Police Department 11/1/81 - 10/31/82
Ontario Police Department 1/1/82 - 12/31/82
San Jose Police Department 1/1/82 - 6/30/83
Santa Maria Police Department 10/1/81 - 9/30/82
Sonoma County Sheriff's Department 5/1/82 - 4/30/83

New CCR Projects

Over the course of two years, $250,000 in FY 1980/81 State General
Funds and $1,250,000 in FY- 1981/82 State Genera] Funds were appropriated to
0CJP to contfnﬁe and expand the Community Crime Resistance Prqgram. In
November 1981, OCJP issued a new Request-For-Proposal (RFP) and.revised

Program Guidelines to fund additional local crime resistan;evprojects. The

preparation of these documents was based upon input and recommendations from
both the Crime Resistance Task Force and its Technical Advisory Group.
Generally the RFP included an explanation of those activities outlined in
the Statute, the minimum acceptable mix of these activfties or program
components, the'budget act control Tanguage, as well as the standard OCJP

i

. =10~

- 1s determined for each city or county by the crime rate which is set by

fiscal and reporting requirements.

The 1981/82 Budget Act contained supplemental language which dealt with

the allocation of the CCR funds. This control language was incorporated

into the revised Program Guidelines and reads, in part: "It is the intent
of the Legislature that the Office of Criminal Justice Planning (a) identify
the appropriate indicators of criminal activity and utilize them for
purposes of awarding grants for new.or additional funding under the
Community Crime Resistance Program by giving the highest priority to
applications from local agencies reflecting the greatest need and (b) give
priority tec local agencies that propose to sub contract with private

commnity agencies for the actual operation of the program.”

Based on the advice of the Crime Resistance Task Force, the Office of
Criminal Justice‘P]anning identified the "appropriate indicators of criminal
activity"” to be the seven major offenses, as reported to the California
Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS). According to BCS, the seven major
offenses are: willful homicide,\forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault,

bdrg]any, theft - $200 and over,téhdxmotor vehicle theft. "Greatest need"

calculating the reported number of the seven major offenses per 100,000

population, using 1980 data,

In keeping with the budget language, 0CJP staff initially ranked the

responses to. the RFP in priority order for funding consideration, based on

-11-
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, , . » | ‘ GRANT § TOTAL $
their respective 1980 crime rates. These responses were then reviewed for H Beach Pol D 20,313 22,569
. . ' . - ' ermosa Beach Police Department , s
statutory and program guideline compliance. O0CJP presented its fumding i I'mperial Beach Police Department 16,680 18,530
, ) . , : Imperial County Sheriff's Department 45,000 50,000
recommendations to the Technical Advisory Group for their review before i Los Angeles Police D?partment 1%8,829 138,323 ‘
. ' . u i Marin County Sheriff's Department* . 19,
passing them on to the full Task Force. The Task Force then presented its : Menlo Park Police Department 30,000 33,350
. ) : Modesto Police Department , 48,207 53,563
recommendations for further funding consideration to the Executive Director ' ‘ 0jai Police Department* | 14,089 14,089
. : . ' Palmdale, City of 30,000 33,333
of 0CJP, who in turn made the final selection. Based upon the TAG and Task : : Palo Alto Police Department* 20,000 20,000
. . Paramount, City of 26,238 29,152
Force's recommendations, the 32 projects listed below were selected for 4 Sacramento Police Department 123,349 137,055
) San Francisco SAFE, ‘Inc. 125,000 138,888
funding. ‘ | | San Mateo, CAPTURE, Inc. 111,699 124,110
' Santa Ana Police Department ' - 75,267 83,630
A Santa Barbara Police Department - 44,283 49,819
. o : Santa Monica Bay Volunteer Bureau 50,000 55,556
As in the case with the eight continuing CCR projects, a 10% cash match 1 §€u5§1:to Pg]ic: Dggar@$ﬁqt 5 . 32,22g 32,322
: . ; ] i 3 anislaus County Sheriff's Departmen R s
of the total project costs was required by the grant recipient for the first o ; Stockton Police Department* 30,000 30,000
. . : 3 Union City Police Department - 23,282 26,192
year and a 20% match will be required for subsequent years of. funding. i Vacaville Police Department* 15,000 15.000
' g Visalia Police Department 28,270 31,411
West Covina Police Department 50,000 55,556
: . Yuba City Police Department 29,982 34,868
For the fjrst year new projects, the contract terms, although subject ! i
to extensions, will Tlikely be March 1, 1982, to February 28, 1983, ; T0TA L> $1.475,515
. ) *Seed Money Grants (see Chapter 4
The final, negotiated levels of funding for new projects are: ! Y . ( P )
: In 1982, approximately $1,476,000 has been allocated to the direct

'NEW PROJECTS: FIRST YEAR é
: ] : - reimbursement of "CCR Program project costs. The unobligated balance of CCR

Program funds (from FY 1980-81 and 1981-82) will be used on an as needed

GRANT $ TOTAL | : ‘

‘ , — TOTAL § ; basis: to augment the budgets of new projects, to enhance the capabilities of
Azusa Police Department * $ 15,000 $ 15,000 i the Technical Assistance Program, and/or to add to those funds available for
Baldwin Park Police Department 32,385 ' 35,985 i |
Berkeley Police Department 43,172 47;969' | 11982-83 program operation.

Contra Costa Crime Prevention Committee 58,770 65,300 L s ' ‘

Desert Hot Springs Police Department* 14,197 14,197 ' |
Fresno Police Department ' 2 125,000 138,889 ‘

Hawthorne Police Department , - 50,000 56:725 o

-12- © 13-
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CHAPTER 2
CONTINUING PROJECTS
CONTRACTUAL OBJECTIVES AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
In April 1981, the California Office of Criminal Justice Planning
issued a Request-for-Proposal (RFP) for the California Community Crime
Resistance Program.‘ The~issufng of this RFP, a]oné with the programmatic
and fiscal provisions it contained, was a direct response to both Assembly
Bi11 2971 (Chapter 578, 1978 Statutes; Levine) and the recommendation of the
Crime Resistance Task Force. The development of both the RFP and the

Program Guidelines was based upon 0CJP recommendations to the CRTF Technical

4 Advisory Group (TAG). The TAG in turn analyzed these recommendations and

passed them on to,the full Task Force membership who took final action on
them. Generally, the RFP (see Appendix E) included an explanation of those
activities outlined by the Statute, the minimum acéeptab]e mix of these

activities or program components, as well as the standard OCJP fiscal and

reporting requirements.

PROJECT SELECTION
The awarding of grant funds for the ejght continuing CCR Program sftes
was a result ofyapp11cations to OCJP so, while new CCR Program projects were
Sefected on the basis of the FY 82-83 Request for Proposal (See Appendix F),
applications for second year operations submitted by the eight original

projects were consistent with the terms of the FY 81-82 Request for Proposal

~-14- «
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(See Appendix E).

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

' : " Under the terms of the founding legisTétioﬂ, AB 2971, (Chapter 578,

1978 Statutes; Levine), any @ﬁplicant funded by the CCR Program must carry

EVALUATION MODEL ' ! B out at Teast three of the following activities:
As a condition of each grant, all projects guaranteed their
participation in a CCR Program Evaluation. This evaluation procedurﬁ‘@as to | (1) Comprehensive crime prevention programs for the elderly,
be designed and carried out by OCIP in conjunction with various members of | ~ EzdiC§lz?;/£gingg§ 2§5}1?2§22 EﬁozggEZTion’ e
the Technical Advisory Group of the CRTF. The primary data sources for the ‘ (2) Efforts to r omote neighborhood involvement, such és,
CCR Program evaluation were: . . : | , ?ﬁﬁiﬂgﬁtflgzﬁfgrzﬂ EzggtcﬁlﬁgspﬁgﬂrSEZ?r comuntty-based

(3) Home and business security inspections.

Quarterly Report Accomplishments Summary, (Appendix D), which, | ‘ : (4) Efforts to deal with domestic violence.
by project objective sqmmarized plan versus actual progress. ‘ : w

toward each of the project's objectives; analyzed by 0CJP ? ’ (5) Prevention of sexual assaults.
evaluation staff. i i

. . o (6) Programs which make available to community residents and
Quarterly Progress Reports, which included both programmatic businesses information on locking devices, building
and fiscal summaries of each project's activities; corrected, ” security and related crime resistance approaches.
analyzed and summarized by 0CJP program and evaluation staff. »

(7) Training for peace officers in community orientation and

Commnity Approval Survey (Appendix D), to be carried out crime prevention.

duging.the course of the program year; designed, analyzed and
summarized by OCJP staff, applied by project staff.

These data sources, coupled with more informal contacts and information In addition, there is an explicit legislative directive which mandates

from project sites, were to lead to a yearly report to the Legislature. the use of volunteers or paraprofessionals in carrying out the program

This report was to depict program accomplishments and potential, individual activities. While the 1egi§1atiye]y determined activities represent the

project gchievements, as well as assess the desirability &f program design founddtion of all projects funded under fhe CCR Program, the

continuation and/or extension. A first annual report to the Legislature _objectives of the CCR Program actually became defined by‘the eight

describing the first nine months of Program operation was published in o ! participating projects' objectives. That is, because of the optional nature

9

January of 1982. of the CCR Program Objectives, al} analysis or description of California's

" "Program" ultimately reférsubgck’to those project objectivés'chosen and

&

i
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carried out by individual projects. So, while it was legislative mandate
which provided the direction and activity strategies for each project's
objectives, it was the sum of all project objectives and activities which

has defined the CCR Program in California.

The summarization and categorization of the eight grant projects'
objectives yielded the following nine CCR Program Objectives:
Objective #1: To recruit, train and use volunteers and

para-professionals to carry out local
crime prevention efforts.

Objective #2: To increase citizen involvement in local
crime prevention efforts.

Objective #3: To educate residents and businesses on
crime resistance approaches.

Objective #4: To train peace officers in commnity-criented
procedures as well as crime prevention.

Objective #5: To establish comprehensive crime programs for
the elderly.

Objective #6: To conduct home and business security
inspections.

0

Objective #7: To assist in the development or new or
modification of existing architectural
standards and ordinances in order to assist
v in crime preveniton.

N

Objective #8: To assist in the development and implemen-
A tation of programs designed to reduce
domestic violence. '

-17-
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Objective #9: To assist in the develoment and implemen-
. tation of programs designed to prevent
sexual assaults.

As will be described, these generalized objectives reflect neither the
differences in local implementation strategies, differences in local
intensities of effort, nor the rationale for setting planned levels of
achievement. (See Appendix A) However, these objectives do represent the
summary characteristics of those new projects making up California's

Community Crime Resistance Program.

GRANT PROJECT OBJECTIVES /ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Both the planned and actual levels of performance of the continuing
projects funded by the CCR Program, as might be expected, varied in two
distinct ways: differences in the number and mix of Legislatively mandated
activities selected and, as its complement, differences in the intensities

of efforts within any one activity. Table 1 demonscrates this diversity.

-18-
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TABLE_ T

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIQN:
LISTING OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES

PROJECT
SITES|  paLy LAGUNA | MANHATTAN SANTA
CITY FAIRFIELD BEACH BEACH ONTARIO SAN JOSE MARIA SONOMA
OBJECTIVE
1. Recruit,|To recruit To recruit {To recruit |{To recruit |[To increase|To train 40 |{To create a
train & use|& train 8 at least 6 |& train up |& train the number |[volunteers |permanent
volunteers {new crime volunteers |[to 44 citi~ [16 senior |of commun- {to provide [citizen's
in crime prevention from local {zen coordin-|coordina- [ity volun- |[275 hours of [committee in
prevention |volunteers . N/A service & |ators; to tors; to teers from jassistance |the target
efforts Homeowner's |recruit & recruit & 20 to 25 area
groups train up to |train 25
60 C.B. op- {senior
|erators security
inspectors
2. Increase An annual [To take & |Establish 9 |[To recruit [To increase|To carry out {Formation of
citizen in- increase {respond to {area, 44 sub|d train the number |70 N.W. meet<24 new N.W.
volvement in partic-|at least area Neigh- [400 seniors jof N.W. ings; to tie [Groups; 12
in crime N/A ipation 200 calls (borhood as "Block [groups from|in 5 new N. lin target
prevention of 5% for service [Watch groups [Watchers" {300 to 375 |[W. neighbor- larea
efforts to involve hoods
800 persons
in N.W.
3. Educate |To train To educate (Develop a iTo provide iTo present 4 [Production
residents/ |1,080 new 6,664 adultqdN.W. elemen- [information anti~-shop- [of TV special
businesses {households and 1,898 (tary school [to 1,600 Tifting on KFTY;
on crime in crime N/A school age [program; to |[seniors; to N/A seminars meekly media
resistance [resistance youth air projects [distribute "Crimewatch"
approaches [approaches video tape |1,000
5 times booklets
4, Train To train iTo provide
peace all 36 of ,nonth]y in-
officers in the City's service .
comunity N/A N/A sworn police N/A training to N/A N/A N/A
oriented officers BO% of Citys
procedures lsworn of-
ficers
5. Estab- |To hold 6 To assist To offer To provide [lo involve
1ish com- |comprehen- 75 senior i provide b senior BOO seniors
prehensive [sive pro- victims of service to eminars; 30 [in presen-
crime pro- {grams for N/A crime in N/A 100% of all N/A residential fations
grams for {800 elderly their re- city's security
the elderly|citizens adjustment s$nior vic- linspections
tims
6. Conduct [To carry 50 securityTo educate fo contact [fo increase [To provide [To carry out
home and out 175 devices residents & 100% of ithe number |25 anti- 1,000 home
business |security |installed; |business City's sen- bf security [robbery in- jnd business
security inspections {100 proper-owners; to N/A ior burglarylinspections yspections; [fsecurity
inspections ty 1.0.'s; [carry out victims withys0 resi- 62 commercialfinspections
10% lower (125 secur- 11 offer Hential, 25Qinspections
victim ¥ |ity inspec~ bf service |Lommercial
tions
7. Assist Develop a To insti-
in modifi- new build- tute part
cation of ing secur- of the CCPOA
architec- N/A ity ordi- N/A N/A N/A N/A model secur- N/A
tual stan- nance ity ordi-
dards/ordi- nance
nances.
8. Assist
in the
development
& implemen-
tation of :
progras N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N(A N/A N/A
designed to
reduce do-
mestic
violence
9. Assist To train 75 {To conduct
in the high school Momen's
development personnel in jsafety work-
and imple- anti-saxual |shops; 200
mentation assault harticipunts
of programs N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A strategies
designed to
prevent
sexual [
assaults ~-19-

Objective #1: To recruit, train and use volunteers and para-

professionals to carry out local crime preven-
tion efforts.

As was true during the first year of program operation, the range of
activities aimed at fulfilling this objective was not wide, and generally
fell within two well-defined scenarios. On the one hand some volunteers
recruited by project stéff were already affiliated with the grantee agency
or its program: off-duty sworn officers, volunteer community service or
reserve officers, police cadets or past members of local crime prevention :
groups or efforts. However, in the second program year a greater emphasis
was placed on recruiting volunteers from the ranks of local service clubs,

neighborhood protective associations, or other interested citizens.

The differences in training needs between these two groups are
predictable. Where project staff had had substantial experience with local
or regional crime prevention programs or educational resources, the
volunteers recruited could be trained and in service quickly. Those projéct
sites having less experience in crime prevention required more concerted
recruitment efforts, more formaiized training for their volunteers (as was
true for the paid staff), and a 1onggr period between volunteer recruitment
and full volunteer activity. Aiso, where volunteers were previously
connected with either law enforcement or criminal justice agencies, the
training process was typically shorter and less costly. On the other hand,
volunteers from local service clubs and associations have an enhanced

ability to identify, and make effective use of local resources, thus

reducing the amount of community relations oriented training required.

-20- "




Summarizing the recruitment and training&activities of the eight CCR
Program sites, the following were the usual means by which volunteers were

recruited and trained:

. Recruitment from local homeowner's associations, Board
of Realtors, and other citizen groups, as a result of
presentations delivered by project staff; the necessity
of volunteer citizen involvement is heavily stressed in
all such presentations.

. Recruitment from the community at large through the use
of public service announcements, and in some cases, the
design and/or purchase of video programs expressly designed
to stimultate interest in being a coordintor of a
neighborhood's activities.

. Volunteer training carried out periodically by project
staff; training topics included residential and commercial
security inspections, anti-robbery techniques, security aids
for senior citizens, and techniques for extending and building
upon local 'programs.

Accomplishment, Objective #1

Projects appear to be well on their way to achieving theirhanticipated
Tevel of volunteer support. The only areas where there is evidence of
possible under-achievement are technical support activities, such as

Manhattan Beach's citizen band radio patrol.

Table 2 summarizes the relationship between paid and volunteer staff

for all of the continuing projects, as we11£as outlines the planned Tevel of -

R\

each site's volunteer contribution.

-21-
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

TABLE 2

TOTAL BUDGET/TOTAL STAFF SIZE

Measure i
# P§1d Staff # Volunteers
Staff Positions Primary Tasks
Projec Salary/Staff Y
Site

Project Cost

2 0ffice Clerks (P/T)

8 new, total of 14

Staff Salaries
$ 41,858

Program Technician
1 Clerk-Typist III

DALY $243975 1 Home Security Inspection Crime Preyent}on
CITY Officer (P/T) Technicians;
Staff Salaries cer Presentations, security
$ 9,510 1 Accountant, one time only inspections
| Pro%zgthgst 2 Community Service 0 as of second quarter of
FAIRFIELD |- v v e -w--—f  Officers project operation
' Staff Salaries Senior Citizen
$37,220 Coordinator(s)
Project Cost 1 Neighborhood Watch At Teast 10 new, total of at
LAGUNA $27,313 Coordinator Teast 86 Block Coordina-
BEACH |- —o 1 Neighborhood Watch pars for Neighborhood
‘ a$2] gogr]es Clerk/Typist (P/T)
Project Cost |1 Police Community 60 - Senior Citizen Citizens
. $24,145 Relations Coordinator Band Operators
MAgEﬁégAN e e e e e ' New total of 44 Block
Staff Salaries Coordinators for
$ 260 Neighborhood Watch
Project Cost 1 Project Coordinator/ 25 - Senior Citizen
$62,500 Administrative Asst. Residential Security
ONTARIQ . . . y Inspectors
Staff Salaries 1 Commun1t¥ Re]atlgns Aide 16 - Coordinators
$44,749 1 Intermediate Typist-Clerk 50 - General volunteers
: (50%)
Project Cost |1 Administrative Staff Aide| 3 - Community Organijzers
$112,500 Leader New, total of 25 Crime
SAN 5 Administrative Aides Prevention Volunteers;
JOSE Staff Salaries (P/T) presentations, anti-crime
formation, securit
TR U5 N T L IRGpERYoR, st o
Project Cost 1 Police Serv1ce A1de Volunteer Crime Prevent1on
$ 21,083 Service Providers; security
SANTA - 7 70T L ~ inspections, anti-crime in-
MARIA Staff Sq1ar1es formation
$ 13,007 40 new, total of 80
Project Cost |1 Deputy Sheriff II CCRP At least 100 Crime Preven-
$ 61,827 Coordinator - tion Volunteers; anti-
SONOMA - 1T Community Resistance crime information,.pre-

sentations, security
inspections

e e g by
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Objective #2: To increase citizen involvement in local crime
prevention efforts.

There was no substantial change from the first year of operation in
either the approaches, scope or achievement of projects with respect to
Objective 2. As can be seen in Table 3, there was considerble range in the
activities carried out under this objective. Clearly the primary thrust of
this objective program-wide was to make Neighborhood Watch presentations to
increase the number of households taking part in Neighborhood Watch, and
. through the creation of neighborhood governing groups, to provide for a
self-sustaining crime prevention. (Neighborhood Watch, for purposes of this
report, shares the same concepts of programs as, "Block Watch",

"Home-Alert", "Block Alert" and others.) The range of activities included:

Neighborhood Watch Presentations/Participant Training

Neighborhood Watch meetings usually involved the notification
of a neighborhood that a presentation by project staff would
be made at a member's house. The presentations often
included audio-visual training packets, graphic displays,
locks and other security hardware. The presentations tended
to have three elements: an oral presentation of crime
prevention techniques, a question and answer perijod, and in
many cases, aft actual security 1nspect1on of the sponsoring
household. 1In some cases, the primary goal was to provide
sufficient information for participants to carry out their
own home security inspections. In other cases, the primary
goal was first-time exposure of neighborhood members to the
benefits of crime prevention. In still other cases, the
primary thrust of these presentat1ons was to disseminate
information, while attempting to develop a nucleus of
interested parties who could, in the future, serve as
coordinators for several neighborhoods. In many cases, the
specific objectives of the staff carrying out the
presentations included many, if not all, of the educat1ve and
organizing funct1ons mentioned above. .

T

Yy

Establish Neighborhood Watch Groups/Councils

The rationale for the development of Neighborhood Watch
Groups and/or Councils was clear and program-wide. The
ultimate success of Neighborhood Watch depends upon a
community-wide appreciation of the need for a sustained and
self-sustaining, Tocally defined crime prevention program.
This fact, coupled with the need for incorporating the many
previously existing neighborhood protection associations into
lTocal planning and operations, caused many projects to devote
significant energies toward the creation of superstructures.
These programmatic superstructures ranged from informal and
infrequent meetings between Neighborhood Watch block-captains
and project staff, to meetings between designated '
coordinators of larger population areas. In general, the
object of all such meetings was to develop planning,
communication and operational objectives for the future and
to work toward self-sustaining crime prevention programs.

Accomp lishment, Objective #2

With at least one year of experience supporting their efforts, all
projects are making satisfactory progress in achieving the intended level of
Tocal Neighborhood Watch participation. The number of individual households

continuing-in the program most 1ikely is a potent reason for the relative

fase with which projects have extended the number of Neighborhood Watch

households as well as block captains or coordinators.
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TABLE 3

OBJECTIVE #2:

INCREASED CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT: ACTUAL/PLAN PERFORMANCE
AS OF AUGUST 31, 1982

PROJECT
SITES DALY LAGUNA MANHATTAN SAN SANTA

CITY FAIRFIELD* BEACH BEACH ONTARIO JOSE MARIA SONOMA
MEASURES 10/81-9/82 | 1/81-6/82 |{10/81-9/82 |11/81-10/82 | 1/82-12/82 1/82-6/83 | 10/81-9/82 | 5/82-4/83
Recruitment and 5,427 new | 37 calls forl675 partic- | 16 coordin-|217 N.W. 471 par- 14 N.W.
training of partici- service on |ipants in ators re- |groups; ticipants meetings;
neighborhood pants N.W. tele- |[N.W. cruited; 23|3,255 House-| at 30 5 1in tar-
households in phone line security holds meetings get area
neighborhood N/A inspectors
watch and other | 7 [TTTTTTmTmmmmmomss s recruited [T T e e e
crime prevention and trained
techniques No plan | 19% of plan |84% of plan |100% and |No plan 43% of plan| 58% and

figure 197% of plan}figure 42% of plan
Establish neigh- 16 new - 9 area and
borhood watch association | 45 sub-area
coordinative members groupz ‘
forme
ggﬁﬁg?1gr NA e e N/A N/A N/A N/A
substan- 100% of
tially over { plan

plan

*As of first rather than second program year; second program year began 7/1/82

K
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Objective #3: To educate local residents and businesses in
' crime resistance approaches,

In practice, Objective 3 was closely allied with Objective 2, since
citizen involvement with local crime resistance projects necessarily carried
with it an educational perspective. From initial participation in
Neighborhood Watch or other public meetings, through becoming a block
coordinator, through serving as é more reé%ona] coordinator, through
becoming a home security inspector, the v&ﬁunteer became progressively
better informed on the state of the crime resistance art. The typical

approaches to educating volunteers or household residents included:

- Public Informational Presentations - usually including
“Tectures, question and answer periods, audio-visual
presentations, and printed Titerature. In some cases,
the programs were held expressly for certain citizen
groups--homeowner associations, senior citizens, high

programs, and the history and characteristics of local
crime prevention efforts. Some projects held presentations.

. _Production and Presentation of Audio-Visual Materials -
included the production of both slide-film and video-tape
products, Through the use of media consultants, some
project sites directed the productjon of crime resistance
materials which could be shown at public presentations and
local television, then distributed to requesting agencies.

Acconp]ishment, Objective #3

As Tahle 4 describes, the year to date performance of the eight
continuing projects varies considerably. When focusing ubon the number and
size of either Neighborhood Watch o other more~specia1izea presentations,
there appears to be good progress in reaching yearly goals. However, there'

is a notable lack of Progress in those instances where audio-visual or

-26-




special printed materials were to be made available to the public. !
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TABLE 4

OBJECTIVE #3:
CRIME RESISTANCE EDUCATION; ACTUAL/PLAN PERFORMANCE

PROJECT
SITES DALY LAGUNA MANHATTAN SAN SANTA
CITY FAIRFIELD* BEACH BEACH ONTARIO JOSE MARIA SONOMA
MEASURES 10/81-9/82 1/81-6/82 |10/81-9/82 11/81-10/82 {1/82-12/82 | 1/82-6/83 10/81-9/82 5/82-4/83
Number of pres- | 5 seminars; |69 presen- 73 presen- |20 presen- }253 presen~- |1 anti-
entations made 610 self- tations 4 tations tatjons tations shoplifting
help pack- ---g ----------- e ——— { -------- sepinar; 55
ages . substan- no plan no plan N.W. meet-~
delivered Info:git1on tially over | figure figure ings N/A
Tery p Ao available plan | oo
56% of plan 25% and 75%
1 of plan,
§8 respectively
Number of per- 478 3,426 964 adults, | 675 partici-| 992 senior {4,155 1,071
sons attending 1,165 school | pants partici- participants
age partici- pants N/A
.......................... Pants e e e e
44% of plan |No plan 14% and 61% | 84% of plan | 62% of No plan No plan
figure of plan plan figure figure
Production of No video | No distri- | 8,000 hand- Media pro-
audio-visual presenta- | bution of | books; duction
materials; tions to anti~crime | 20,000 news- substan-
Distributed , date booklets letters tially over
Broadcasts of 4 to date plan
- : N/A N/A 7 S ety SEEStoh N/A
A-V materials ” 2 of 5 g of 1,000
planned booklet
presenta- deliveries
tions

*as of first rather than second program year; second year began 7/1/82




Objective #4: To train peace officers in community
oriented procedures as well as crime
prevention

Based upon their experiences during the first year of program
operation, the projects began to formalize their approaches to the training
of agency law enforcement officers. Apart from occasional attendance at
regional or state-wide training conferences, Jocal project staff focused on
providing ongoing and regularly scheduled, short sessions on crime
prevention to in-house sworn officers. Similar to the first year, crime
prevention training was c]ose1y allied to more general community-relation
strategies. However, as the sessions became more formalized, and of special
concern in and of themselves, the topic of crime prevention became less a
sub-part of community relations and more a special strategy whose net

effects included enhanced community relations.

Accomplishment, Objective #4

This objective was stipulated by only two"projects. However, as Table
5 illustrates, success during the second year of program operation was higﬁ.
This degree of accompiishment is in marked contrast to the notable lack of
achievement during the first grant year. The probable-cause for the
evolution of this program component involves a combination of increased
integration into local law enforcement operations, coupled with the ensuing
recognition of value by law enforcement officers, coupled with a more

formalized and less defensive orientation by project staff.
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TABLE 5

OBJECTIVE #4:
PEACE OFFICER TRAINING: ACTUAL/PLAN PERFORMANCE

_OE—

PROJECT
SITES g?%¥ EAIRFIELD LAGUNA MANHATTAN SAN SANTA
BEACH BEACH ONTARIO JOSE MARIA SONOMA
MEASURES 10/81-9/82 1/81-6/82 | 10/81-9/82 |11/81-10/82 }1/82-12/82 | 1/82-6/83 10/81-9/82 5/82-4/83
Number of Peace 30 ' 37
Officers
! N/A =~ |mmmmmmmaee N/A N ity N/A N/A N/A
trained 83% of plan 66% of plan
Sponsorin irfi .
agency ’ i g;;£f1g}d ‘ Ontario
' N/A Public N/A N/A Police N/A N/A N/A
Safety Department
Number of hours | Information Iniorma?%on ,
of training N/A 2g$egva11- N/A N/A gg]eava1 - N/A N/A N/A

*as of first rather than second program year; second program year began 7/1/82
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Objective #5: To establish comprehensive crime programs for
the elderly

As was true during the first year of operation, five of the eight !
original program sites were centrally oriented toward the special needs of i
senior citizens. In addition, one other site made special attempts to

lessen the disproportionate effect crime has on senior citizens. ,

Accomplishment, Objective #5 ;

Projects are making good progress in responding to the special needs of
senior citizens, as denoted in Table 6. An important extension of this
specialized program component is underway at the Ontario site, wheré project
staff are providing social "readjustment"” services to senior victims of
crime. Consequently, servicés provided under this objective range from
information dissemination, to group residential meetings, to services

comparable to California's Victim/Witness Assistance P}ogram.
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TABLE 6

OBJECTIVE #5

TO ESTABLISH CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAMS FOR THE ELDERLY:
ACTUAL/PLAN PERFORMANCE

PROJECT
SITES g?#z FATRFIELD* LAﬁUNA MANHATTAN SAN SANTA
BEACH 1..8
MEASURES 10/82-9/82 1/81-6/82 10/8199/82 11/&%950/82 1 gﬁ$§ 82 1/§g¥%383 10 &¥{%>82 5/é%¥%y3§
To provide 100 partici- 161 partic- 100% of ali 2 programs, {2 programs,
| crime preven- |pants ipants - 5 senior vic- with 100 with 165
tion informa- victims ‘tims were participants|partici-
tion to seniors offered pants
------------- N/A SELTEEELEEEES N/A services; N/A e e e e =
13% of plan substantially 312 senior 33% 2 of 6 |55% of plan
over plan citizens planned pro-
' grams
(&3]
N
"| To provide 5 senior 111 senior No security
crime victim victims citizens inspections
assistance to 1served; 100% requested were
seniors of local assistance carried-out :
N/A N/A victims N/A N/A N/A
7% of plan no pian @ of 30
figure planned

*as of first ratner than second program year; second program year began 7/1/82

R S B o e 07 X Y1




Objective #6: To conduct home and business security
’ inspections

The range of activities here includes several related sub-objectives:

to carry out home and business security inspections, to make property

identification equipment and security devises, such as deadbolt and window

locks, available to local citizens.

The ability of projects to carry out these activities largely depended

upon at least three factors, notably, the Tevel of volunteerism, the

conprehénsiveness of their Neighborhood Watch program and the degree to

which the respective local business communities had previously deve]oped and -

unified interest in crime prevention.

Taking each activity singly:

. Home Security Inspections - scheduled visits by staff personnel
to completely analyze security needs and the proper response to
security needs, in most cases, were found to be bqth cos?]y and
unnecessary. Although costs varied, on average; inspections
took approximately one hour each. Therefore, except_on those
occasions where there was a specific request for project staff
ts visit an individual's home, project staff found Fhat a
program of homeowner self-inspections satisfied the1r original
intent, citizen needs, and was a more cost-effective solution
to home security needs. .

The foundation of these self-inspections was the Neighborhood
Watch meetings. At these meetings the host's hoqse was used as
an example; in each case of a security need, project staff
would explain the problem and demonstrate the range of _
corrective measures that should be taken. The intent of this
portion of the Neighborhood Watch meetipg, to accurtely prgsent
a comprehensive approach to the identification and cerrection
of security liabilities, was found to be a successfu]
modification of project plans (See Chapter 3, Participant
Satisfaction Measurement),

-33-

g

e e et —

L g g i

. Business Security Inspections - included many features of Home
Security Inspections, plus attempts by project staff to impress
‘upon lacal businessmen the net effects of poor commercial
security: time and property loss, increased insurance premiums,

and the general deterioration of both the business and more
general community attitude climate.

. Loan of Property Identification Equipment - was the extensjon
of a crime prevention activity which had in the past proved
itself to be a valuable aid in preventing property loss as well
as in aiding in the recovery and return of stolen property.
Consistent with CCR Program awards, some project staff
purchased property identification engravers, and on a loan
basis, provided them to interested parties. In some cases
the distribution of engravers took place during Neighbor-
hood Watch meetings, in other cases the lToan of engravers
was scheduled by project staff for anyone interested. In
almost all cases, heavy use of the media was made in order
to acquaint the public with this opportunity.

Accomplishment, Objective #6

Consistent with first year findings, this program component accounted
for both substantial accomplishment and persistant difficulties. Building
upon the first years discovery of the efficiencies of homeowner
self-inspections, the program in its second year recorded significantly Tess
than the planned number of home security inspections. However, a more
accurate number, if only probable, would be the number of persons faking
part in Neighborhood Watch meetings, since instruction in security
inspection was aimost certainly a part of all such meetings. Consequently,
the information displayed in Table 7 should be complemented by the

information contained in Tables 3 and 4.

The persistant difficulty involved with the acconplizament of this

objective centers around a continued reluctance cn the part of both
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residents and businessmen to give strangers access. For residential
inspections, especially in the case of senior households, a continued
difficulty is a long-standing fear of strangers coupled with a fear that the
inspection will uncover building code violations, which will be reported to
City authorities. The difficulty with respect to commercial inspections |
remains a relative indifference to insufed losses by businessmen. Where
this attitude has been overcome it appears it has been a result of
identification with participating members of the business community, rather

than motivation from property loss.
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TABLE 7

OBJECTIVE #6

TO CONDUCT HOME AND BUSINESS SECURITY INSPECTIONS:
PLAN/ACTUAL PERFORMANCE

- PROJECT ,
SITES g?%z EAIRFIELD LAGUNA MANHATTAN - SAN SANTA
BEACH BEAC
MEASURES T0/87-9782 | 1/81-6/82 | 10781-0/82 | 11781 hos82 | 17800082 | 1789583 | 100BR%ver | 5/80N RNy
To carry out 62 security |72 home and|60 home 27 home 365 home No senior 347 secur-
home security inspections |business security security security residential |ity inspec-
inspections inspections| inspections inspections| inspections [inspections [tions
--------------------------------------- N/A B el R EE LT PR e
-35% of plan |{substan- no plan no plan substantially@ of 30 35% of plan
tially over| figure figure over plan planned
plan
v { To carry out 72 home and{ 8 business 304 business |18 anti- 347 secur-
%3 business business security security robbery ity inspec-
security security inspections inspections [inspections | tions
inspections inspections
NA T T I N/A NA o
substan- no plan 82% of plan |72% of plan | 35% of plan
tially oven figure ' :
plan
To make avail- 121 Toans Installed: | I.D. tools
able property of I1.D. 106 window] available;
I.D. tools, to tools Tocks use informa-
install Tocks 29 dead- tion not
bolt locks | available
2 smoke
N/A N/A N/A alarms N/A N/A
‘ 101 en-
‘ graver
JUses L]
no plan
figure

R e
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*as of first rather than second program year;second program year began 7/1/82




Objective #7: To assist in the development of new or
modification of existing architectural
standards and ordinances in order to
assist in crime prevention.

As Table 8 describes, only 2 of the original eight projects have

attempted to influence Tocal architectural standards.

Accomplishments, Objective #7

Both the Fairfield and Santa Maria sites have made good progress in
determining and stating those security measures that should become part of
their cities' architectural codes. However, both projects have been subject
to at least one similar and major constraint:. their recommendations are
subject to the review and approval of other city entities, including
planning commissions, boards of supervisors, and city councils. In the case
of Santa Maria this situation has resulted in project staff attempting to
directly educate local constrﬁction councils and firms on characteristics

and need for such security specifications.
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TABLE 8

OBJECTIVE #7

DEVELOPMENT AND/OR MODIFiCATION OF ARCHITECTURAL

—88-

STANDARDS/ORDINANCES
- PROJECT ‘ :
SITES DALY LAGUNA MANHATTAN . SAN SANTA
CITY FAIRFIELD* BEACH BEACH ONTARIO JOSE MARIA SONOMA
MEASURES 10/82-9/82 |1/81-6/82 10/81-9/82 | 11/81-10/82 | 1/82-12/82 1/82-6/83 | 10/81-9/82 |5/82-4/83
Progress to Security Submitted
Date ordinance aqd under
completed - C1ty's.
N/A and cur- N/A N/A N/A N/A Community N/A
rently Development
under city code review
review process

*as of first rather than second program year; second program year began 7/1/82




Objective #8: To assist in the development and implementation
of programs designed to reduce domestic violence

No projects are carrying out activities which would lead to the

accomp lishment of this program objective.

-39.
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TABLE 9

0BJECTIVE #9
ACTUAL/PLAN

TO ASSIST IN THE'DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF
PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO PREVENT SEXUAL ASSAULTS

PROJECT ‘
SITES DALY ’ LAGUNA MANHATTAN SAN SANTA
' CITY FAIRFIELD* BEACH BEACH ONTARIOQ JOSE MARIA SONOMA
MEASURES 10/81-9/82 |1/81-6/82 10/81~9/82 |11/81-10/82 1/82-12/82 1/82-6/83 | 10/82-9/82 5/82-4/83
Development Training for |7 presen-
and/or imple- high school |tations
mentation of teachers with-132
program still in partici-
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A planning pants
stage  femmeccmmaos
61% of plan

=

*as of first rather than second program year

T T S < e e

i second program year began 7/1/82
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CHAPTER 3
IMPACT OF PROJECT EFFORTS

This chapter will summarize the effects of the original eight project
sites' efforts from 1980 to the present. The analysis of the Community
Crime Resistance Program's impact wil] consist of four different

analyses:

. effect on the number of residential burglaries within
each participating agency's target area.

- satisfaction of citizens with the projects' efforts, as
measured by responses to a program-wide questionnaire.

+ range of benefits fﬁom increased neighborhood unity, as
a result of Neighborhood Watch efforts. .

- need for program continuation and expansion, as
demonstrated hy the responses to a program-wide survey

A. Crime Reduction

The reduction of residential burglary was a goal shared by all
CCR Progrém projects. Table 10 on the following page summarizes
the net effect of Neighborhood Watch efforts when measured by
reduction in the program's primary target crime - Reported

Residentiaij Burglary.
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TABLE 10

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY CRIME REDUCTION: 1979-1981

Project Site

Daly City/City-Wide*
Report District #6
Report District #7

Fairfield/City-Wide
Report District

Laguna Beach/City-Wide
Report District #22

Manhattan Beach/City-Wide

Ontario/City-Wide
Report District #27
Report District #28
Report District #29

San Jose/City-Wide
Report District #4
Report District #6

Santa Maria/City-Wide
Report District #010
Report District #034

Report District #030

Sonoma County

Program-wide

State-wide

# Residential

1979~ 1981
687 616
76 728

67 58
216 204
295 338
416 416

26 11
557 532

1,720 1,884

13 26

18 23
108 124

8,973 - 11,640

1,295 1,527

1,335 2,010
798 874

19 18

25 41

22 26

Information not available

Net Change
1979-1981

+ 7%
- 13%

- 58%

+100%
+ 27%
+ 15%

+ 18%
+ 51%

+ 64%
+ 18%

-10%
- 8%

- 6%
+1%5%

+30%
+34%

+10%
+29%

+25%
+13%
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As can be seen, project efforts in reducing residential burglaries
varied greatly. However, taken as a unified program, the sum of
the projects' efforts were not effective in reducing the number of
reported residential burglaries. The program's minimal impact on

burglary reduction Tikely results from four sets of conditions:

1. project-specific Timitations with respect to those areas
targeted for intensive crime resistance efforts;

2. slower than expected program maturation;

3. the confounding and largely unmeasurable effect of
increased reporting to law enforcement agencies as
a result of Neighborhood Watch citizen motivation;

4. an ambivalence on the part of the program's adminis-
tration as to whether crime reduction per se is a
primary goal or whether it is simply one of the more
beneficial side-effects of the CCR Program's operation.

These four conditions are discussed in the following sections.

1.. Project Specific Limitations

Turning first to the project-specific limitations with respect
to project "target areas", the following abstracts of each
project offer likely, though general, reasons for each

project's impact on local residential hurglary.

Daly City: Coordination with well established, stable
neighborhood associations led to the reduction of residential

burglary in the target areas.

Fairfield: Target areas for the Fairfield project included
»new housing developments which did not fncorporate optimum

security devices, and residents of these newly constructed

-




homes were not enthusiastic about recommendations to ft ‘her
secure their homes. New homeowners generally were reluctant
to spend more money on their homes, and in some cases, they

had been told that existing security devices were deficient.

Due to the efficiencies of Fairfield's crime analysis unit,
the crime prevention unit was provided with the opportunity to
contact all recent victims of residental burglaries, thus
diluting the intensity of efforts in the target areas. The
reduction of residential burglaries city-wide, -6 percent, may
be the result of the project's efforts in those areas other

than the target area.

Laguna Beach: Designers of this project stressed what they
felt would be two means to crime reduction: affliation with
estblished neighborhood improvement associations, and the
targeting of a neighborhood whose stability and Tikely
forthcoming volunteer commitment could serve aﬁ'a basis for
city-wide program expansion. The project's selection of a
relatively affluent, well educated popu]atioh residing in
single-family dwellings, coupled with constant feedback and
positive reinforcement to pérticipating households through
monthly newsletters and recurring project staff contact most
likely account for the significant reduction in the target

area's residental burglary problem.

| Manhattan Beach: The project enjoyed previously existing,

extremely positive relations between law enforcement and

~45.-
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citizens, as well as a climate of volunteerism thaf provided
for relatively easy access to local community resources. The
largely upper middle class, well-educated, densely populated
househo]&s received constant, highly tailored information
concerning the continuous effects of Neighborhood Watch.
Crime reduction was largely a result of people taking simple
security procedures -- locking doors and windows when they
leave -- together with consistantly good local media

cooperation.

Ontario: Each of the three designated target areas
represented one type of neighborhood: affluent, single family
dwellings, middle class single family dwellings, and a blue
collar, transientvneighborhood. Project staffs' efforts in
these target areas were diluted b» requests for service
city-wide. The response to these city-wide requests may

account for the relatively small increase in crime city-wide.

San Jose: As advertisements gained the attention of San
Jose's population, calls for crime prevention services through

the city out-stripped staff resources, thus reducing the

efforts which could be channeled into those two middle class,

suburban single family neighborhoods targeted for intensive

- project efforts.

Santa Maria: Two of the three areas targeted for intensive

project efforts were new developments whose residents did not

-46-
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express the expected interest in organizing and securing their
neighborhood. The third‘targeted neighborhood was largely
Hispanic and is only in the initial stages of developing a
cordial and effective relationship with local law enforcement;
project efforts here were not met with enthusiasm. Due to
these developments, project staff turned their efforts to the
City as a whole. These efforts may account for the fact that
Santa Maria's overall rate of increase in residential ’
burglaries was less than the state-wide average; 10% versus

13%.

To sunmarize briefly, the two most evident factors which weighed

against success in the program's target areas were both design
related. First, projects' advertising resulted in a city-wide
demand which could not be reconciled with the limited resources
initially devoted strictly to target area operations. In effect,
projects' sensitivity to requests for service undercut the
intensity of their efforts in target areas. Secondly, several
projects did not anticipate the disinterest of new owners of
recently constructed houses. This disinterest issued from the
cost and time involved with participation, and , in some éases, a

Tack of knowledge of crime programs in the area.

On the other hand, there is clear evidence that one condition
which 1ikely adds to the probability of project success is a
coordinated effort between project designers and staff, and Tocal,

stable neighborhood associations. Projects were most effective in

-47-
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reducing residential burglary where project designers based their

goals upon the resources available to them through negotiated
commitments by already established homeowners or other citizen

associations.

2. Program Maturation

A second probable explanation for the C.C.R. Program's impact
on residential burglary is more tentative than the first,
explained above. Simply put, Legislators, 0.C.J.P. and
project staff all assumed that something approaching adequate
evidence of the Program's impact would be demonstrated during
its second year of operation. WHi1e only the passage of time
can Qa1idate this assumption, the results of program operation
to date do not in themselves provide a means of arbitrating -
the critical decision: has a mature program failed to achieve
one of its major goals, or were those who expected a mature

program in the second year of operation mistaken?

Many project staff have expressed surprise at the difficulty
in establishing long-lived, continuously operating
Neighborhood Watch gfoups. Their experience,.coupled with the
achievement of those projects able to develop stable
Neighborhood watch groups, suggests that impact on residential
crime can be achieved through neighborhood organization.
Conversely, where neighborhood organization is only pabtia] or

short-lived, the impact on residential crime will be minimal
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at best.

These appear to be obvious points. However, if theay are true,
they allow for an important distinction. 1i» short, the
distinction is between (1) an effective program, (2) a less
than optimum implementation of an effective program, and (3)
an effective program not fully implemented. Those projects
demonstrating reduced residential burglaries in their target
areas tend to validate the first disjunct. The analysis of
(2), the extent to which projects' objectives were fulfilled,
clearly points to several areas where there was a less than
optimum implementation of project objectives and activities.
However, support for the third option, that the C.C.R. Program
simply requires more time to demonstrate its effectiveness,

cannot be so directly read from the evidence.

There is a striking if informal correlation between success in
crime reduction and projects' association with previously
established groups. It is reasonable to expect, that if
stability must be developed prior to effectiveness, then the
incubation period for sufficient stability may exceed the
projected two years. In some localities, two years of
develoment may be sufficient for a critical level of
neighborhood organization and stability. In others, local
organization may be sufficiently rich to demand only one year
before the benefits of Neighborhood Watch became evident. As

it happened for the majority of the C.C.R. Program projects,
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twq years has not been sufficient time to develop neighborhood
stability and, consequently, to clearly demonstrate the extent

to which Neighborhood Watch leads to a reduced number of

residential burglaries.

Increased Reporting

R third condition which may account for the apparent minimal
impact on residential burglary by the C.C.R. Program takes the
form of a measurement dilemma: one desired result of an
enhanced law enforcement-citizen rapport tends to mask tze
positive benefits of such a rapport. Simply stated, the net
effectvof a closer working relationship between law
enforcement and citizens may be an increased tendency for
citizens EE.EEEQEE crime, Consequeht]y, so the argument goes,
as a greater percentage of crimes are reported, crime

statistics grow, crime rates appear to be on the rise, and the

efforts of crime prevention staff are hidden from view,

This argument often has been made by crime resistance staff
and evaluators, who know program efforts to be worthwhile and
solid in concept, but who are perplexed by a lack of visible
results. While there is Tittle doubt that a sort of "Catch
22" phenomenon must always be taken into consideration, it's
effect should not be overstated. That is, the effect of any
proposed "reporting phenomenon" Is only more of less, and its

ability to confound the evaluation of any crime resistance
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program is limited.

_There are several reasons why this confounding feature is
limited. First, due to the demands of most home insurance
agencies, (and the eagerness of most insured persons to
re-coop at least a part of the premium payments they have
made), residential burgiary very likely suffers less from
under-reporting than does, for instance, a crime where the
victim's Toss cannot be lessened by some third party. This is
. one reason for at least partially discounting the significance

of the proposed "reporting phenomenon."

A second reésqn for not simply writing-off the results of the
residential burglary measurement as a “reporting phenomenon
"has to do witﬁ a ratio between actual and reported crime.
Simply put, for any crime resistan;e agency's efforts to be
effectively masked there must be a combination of a relatively
small reductioﬁ in the number of actual crimes committed
coupled with a relatively large increase in the number of
crimes reported. Any other ratio will point in the direction
of a positive impact on crime; a decrease in residential |
burglary rates over time. However, without direct access to
the actual number of crimes occuring before, during, and after
a crime prevention intervention, there is no reason to believe
that the increaée in reported crime does in fact mask a
‘decrease in the number of actual crimes committed. at C,C.R.

Program sites.
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A third reason why it is unlikely that the proposed "masking
effect”" was a primary cause of the less than desired effect on
burglary has to do with another ratio. ‘Here, the masking
effect of increases in crime reporting entails a more or less

constant effect of increased citizen-law enforcement rapport.

The argument runs' as follows:

- if crime reporting increases whenever Neighborhood Watch
is implemented ' :

and

- if increases in crime reporting occur and mask decrease
in the actual number of crimes

and
- if, as its adherents argue, Neighborhood Watch is a
relatively well-defined, standarized, and effective
anti-burglary intervention,
then
- given a specified level of actual crime, and a specified
rate of reported crime, the ratio of reported to
actual crime -- the "masking effect" -- in Neighborhood
Watch communities should be similar.
In effect, given Neighborhood Watch program intervention in
multiple communities, the variation in the net effect of each
communitie's program would be expected to be small. If the
variation in increased reported crime is not small, then
either the implementation of Neighborhood Watch was less. than

pptimum, or Neighborhood Watch is not a well-defined,

intervention; thus, undercutting proponents argquments.

Also, here, not only would one expect‘inter-site variation to

be small, but any large successful variation from norm, any
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decrease in reported burglary, mist be given extraordinary

weight. This is so because this type of variation would be

overcoming the “"masking phenomenon" -- showing a decrease --

while at the same time overcoming the almost universally

accepted phenomenon of reported crime only being a portion of

actual crime.

These arguments aside, it is he]pfu! to map the logic of the

argument proponents have made concerning the effect of

Neighborhood Watch in order to clarify what must happen for

the argument to be true.

Proponents of the "masking effect"”

argue that by Carnying out Neighborhood Watch, two things will

occur:

1. actual crime will bg reduced

2.

reported crime will be increased

Below is a schematic for understanding which combinations of

actual and/or reported crime support the proponents' argument.

a.
b.
Ce

d..

e.
f.
g.
h.

Argument

If Neighborhood Watch occurs, then
actual crime reduces and reported crime increases

Actual Crime

increases
increases -
fncreases
remains constant
remains constant

remains constant.

decreases
decreases
decreases

Reported Crime

decreases
increases
remains constant
increases
remains constant
decreases
remains constant
increases
decreases

e 53 o

Impact

~ On Argument

negative
negative
negative
marginal
negative
negative
marginal
positive
negative
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With the exception of d and g above, where one must forgive
the projects no decrease while equating no increase with a
real decrease, there is only one possible combination which
supports the proponent's argument: h. Consequently, it does
not matter that actual crime decreases, since that alene will
not satisfy the insistance of those who argue for both the
effectiveness of Neighborhood Watch and the potency of the

"masking phenomenon®.

The negative effect of advancing the argument that
Neighborhood Watch causes decreased crime and inéreased
reporting. and that increased reporting masks project
effectiveness is clear. The argument is double-edged: it
heightens the achievement of those projects showing an

increase in reported crime, but puts a peculiar burden on

projects showing a decrease in reported crime.

ATl in.a¥1, there is no reason for those interested in the
Néighborhood watﬁh program to insist that the Program
neceséari]y involves increased crime reporting. However, if
proponents do want to stipulate this aspect of the Program,
they should be prepared to be disappointed when a technical
analysis cannot support the claims of Pfogram effectiveness.
Finally, with reference to the éight projects ana]yiéd, the

extremely wide varience between residential burglary rates

‘does little to support the assertioﬁ of "masking". There is

no reason to suspect that the proported "report phenomenon"
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has masked the direction of the C.C.R. Program projects

performance.

Administrative Ambivalence

The‘topic of crime reduction as a measurement of project
efforts has been and continues to be a controversial one for
botn project and program management.' At basis, the
controversy has consisted of a distinction between designing
and carrying-out project goals and objectives which are
assumed to bé 1oca1]y éffective in-tne long run, and, on the
other hand, constructing crime prevention programs in such a
way that their most immediate concern is to isolate
appropriate geographic or dembgraphic areas, intervene in-
those areas, reduce target crimes, construct a base %or,
expansion, and thus, demonstrate +its effectiveness. This
distinction is perhaps best illustrated by the Continuing,
although less than strident, débate as to whether the program

is best described as crime resistance or crime prevention.,

Clearly, "prevention” connotes a much more potent and global
orientation tnan "resistante". The term resistance, however,
1s a more realistic title for agprogram which is at best an
extremely Timited attempt to respond to the gamut of crime
throughout the state. This difference in orientation is
subtle, but was nonetheless real. While there is no’reaspn to
believe thé différence incapable of resolution, it has not to

i
date been resolved.
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The net effect of the unresolved tension betwéen these two
alignments has been a lack of consistancy in the orientation
of project managers. That their projects were intended to
reduce Tocal crime was accepted by all project staff.
However,'their acceptance was eased substantially by the less
than consistant instruction by 0.C.J.P.'s program mangement

and evaluation staff. Specifically:

a. the notion of measurement of crime reduction as a
demonstration of program value was not given suffigient
weight during either the planning process or the first
year of program development.

'b. when projects were confronted with the need for program-

wide crime prevention measurement, 0.C.J.P.'s definition
of “target areas" as a proving ground for project
strategies did not translate into well-designed,
consistent interventions.

c. 0.C.J.P. did not insist on periodic measurement of crime
reduction impact in target areas, thus at once failing
to reinforce the need for such impact as weil as failing

to monitor what became a deteriorating commitment to
target areas on the part of many projects.

Consequently, the less than effective result of Program
effects, as measured by reduction in the target crime of
residential burglary, very likely partially issued from a lack

of clarity concerning the need for projects to demonstrate

such effectiveness.
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Participant Satisfaction ; E TARLE 5
As opposed to the measure of reduced residential burg1arieé, there 1 : e MR”iTﬁijfTsme?i_‘w____ﬂ
js clear, high, and significant satisfaction with the C.C.R. | . ‘ ﬁ?ﬁ -
Program bv those households participating in Neighborhood Watch | 1700 25;2?
and other similar programs. (Neighborhood Watch is used as a : % i:;?j
generic term for all household-based, anti-residential burglary 5 1600 ;//7f
strategies.) In what follows, the extent of this satisfaction as - E//i'
well as the reasons for this satisfaction will be presented. - ;//!L;
Also, the following dicussion will outline thewintended levels of % 1400 L/)if
participation, the characteristics of this jntended participation, ; } k;;gi
as well as the reasons for attendance at Neighborhood Watch ? 1200 : -
meetings. (See "Participant Questionnaire”, Appendix E for the :
data collection format.) é 1200
Taking first the total of all projects participants’ over-all } »f hw@ﬁ??dm R CM¥%:¥t el
satisfaction with Neighborhood Watch presentations, the mean score % ' Literature : A%Ei?ﬁ: Participation
for the sum of the five quality of presentation categbries was ? ’ - ' Number
' ' ' - LEGEND: of “Yes* Mean  Mode
approximately 8.25 on a scale of 9. Coupled with a model score } it ' ' ' Responses  jcore  Score
(the most often recorded score) of 9, it is safe to say that ; ‘ . - U =
program-wide, participants were highly satisfied Qith the |
educational experience of being part of a neighborhood home : 3
security program. ; )
In terms of the frequency and character of responses to the ‘i % In.order'of their.importance;the, "knowledgeable staff” was the
uquestion, mihat were the best features of the presentation just ‘ %i primary reason for participant satisfaction, followed by, in
given" (Question 2), the fol1oning was found: | . % ‘ %? érdprT ébi]ity to answer spécific questions, the quality and
: : ; | % | quantity of handouts and literature, the convenience of meeting
- .
| » gu
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times, and final]y; the participafion of law enforcement officers.
A rather obvious finding is that partfcipant satisféction is
directly tied to the ability of presentors to accurately presenf
what there is to know concerning residentia] sectrity. An
unexpected f%nding, however, is the relatively low ranking of law
enfbrcement officer participation. While such participation
clearly is not counterproductive, it does not appear to be a

necessary component of a successful Neighborhood Watch strategy.

The implications of this f%nding.are three-fold. First, there
appears to be no reasons why civilian or non-Sworq personne]A
.cannot carry-out effectiye residential security/educational
approaéhes. Secondly, whére staff costs are a potential detriment
to service delivery, project planners have thé option of employing
non-sworn, and likely less cxpensive presentors. Fiﬁa]ly, {
civilian staff are consistent with the programmatic goal of a

civilian-based, communifty-maintained anti-burglary plan.

A second measure of satisfaction with the program has to do with
plans for participation by those responding the the questionnaire.
Over 98% of those questionned responded that they planned to
participate in some fashion in local crime prevention efforts
(Questioﬁ 8). A]mﬁst“SG% of those qgeried planned to be
Neighborhood Natch’househo1ds. In additibn, over 400 of the
almost 1,960 respondents'state~wide,~vo]unteéred to be project
volunteers or Neighborhood Watch block captains; roles which

demand an extraordinary timé and energy commitment.
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Turning to the reasons why those questioned chbse to take part in
their local Neighborhood Watch program, the most often cited
reason was a neighbor's recommendation, while the reason least
often cited was experience with other crime prevention programs.

As recorded, the following was the order of response to Question

1.

Number of Mean Mode
Reponses Value -
Recommendation of
Neighbors ' 1,178 7.6 9
Victim of Robbery
or Burglary 875 7.0 9
Television, Radio,
Newspaper Ads 747 6.6 9
Recommendation of
Friends /Relatives 696 7.1 9
Contact by Crime
Resistance Representatives 565 6.3 9
Positive Experience with
Similar Program 465 - 5.2 1

The strength of "Recommendation of Neighbors” is one more finding

that is consistent with the intent and goals of the C.C.R.

frogram. That is, if the Neighborhood'Watch strateqy is to be

ot

effective and self-sustaining, then residents must either begin or
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continue to define thkemselves as neighborhood members rather than

individual, unconnected households.

Finally, one dimension of the analysis of participant satisfaction

with program efforts was correlation tests between the following:

Question 1/Question 8: the reasons for meeting attendance
~ correlated with intended level of participation

Question 2/Question 8: the best features of the meetings
correlated with intended level of participation.

The working hypothesis for these correlation tests were similiar:
that there would be identifiable ways of either ga%ning»or '
increasing specific levels of Neighborhood Watch participation,

v and that the relationships between the methods and the results

would be statistically justified.

As it happened, there were no strong relationships found in either
set of correlations. The Question 8/Question 1 correlation --
reasons for attendance correlated backwards with intended level of
participation -- yielded only weak correlations between the

follawing:

- participation as a Neighborhood Watch household (8A), can
be said to be weakly but significantly dependent upon
a positive experience with a similar program (1B), the
recommendation of neighbors (1C), and-contact by crime
resistance representatives (1F).

- participation as a Neighborhood Watch block captain
or area coordinator (8B), can be said to be weakly
but significantly dependent upon the recomendation
of neighbors (1C), and contact by crime resistance
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representatives (1F).

- participation as a volunteer to the local program
(8C), can be said to be weakly but significantly
dependent upon a positive experience with a similar
program (1B), television, radio or other ads (1E),
and contact by crime resistance representatives (1F).

The Question 8(Question 1 correlation ~-- intended level of
participation correlated with the best features of the
presentation -- yield only weak correlations between the
fo]lowiné:

- participation as a Neighborhood Watch household (8A)
can be said to be weakly but significantly dependent
upon the quality of handouts and literature (2B).

- participation as a Neighborhood Watch block captain
or area coordinator (8B) can be said to be weakly but
significantly dependent upon the quality of hand-
outs, and Viterature (2B), and the presentors
ability to answer specific questions (2D).

- participation as a volunteer to the local program
(8C) cannot be said to be weakly but significantly

dependent upon any of the choices available in
Question 2.

To summarize, the results of the present ana1y§is do not suggest
any specific strétegiesvwhich clearly would affect the extent or
levels of Neighborhood Watch participation. This finding could be
the consequence of several factors. However, the most likely
reasons are either that there are no specific and highly probable
reasons for levels of Neighborhood Watch participation, or that
the éért1c1pant Questionnaire does not offer a full set of

possible reasons for participation. This latter option seems less

"~ likely tkan the former, since all respondents had the choice to

express other reasons and very few "other" reasons were cited.

In short, participants were well pleased with program efforts, and
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expressed a high degree of commitment to the initiation and
maintainence of Neighborhood Watch. While the reasonc for their
participation are clear, we at this time do not have the
capability of stating with a high degree of probability that any
one quality of presentation or any one recruitment device results
in increases in the number or level of involvement of Neighborhood
Watch households. The most that can be said is that the
recommendation of neighbors, plus the quality of literature,
coupled with presentors'’ abiiity to answer specific questions,
plus having been directly contacted by project representatives
tends to result in both high levels of participation and high

levels of participant satisfaction.

Range of Secondary Program Benefits

As mentioned in the First Annual Report o the Legislature

(January, 1982), the C.C.R. Program clearly brought about benefits
over and above the achievement of contractual objectives. These
benefits can best be read as means rather fhan ends. That is, it
was by virtue of the items listed below that the projecté were
able to achieve their respective objectives. These benefits

included:

1. At those project sites where law enforcement officers
were front line project staff, the program increased
non-confrontational contact between citizens and officer;
expected results include a lessening of community tension,
more effective identification of officers as concerned
citizens, greater interest on the part of citizens in
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becoming more formally connected with law enforcement.

2. Where front-line project staff were officers or especially
where they were police cadets or other youth volunteers,
the program offered a relatively structured, subsidized
means of community service training; expected results include
greater efficiency in expanding law enforcement's appreciation
for community service, the building of confidence and skills
in cadets, and a screening process for youth expressing an
interest in law enforcement.

3. In those cases where projects worked through or coordinated
with public service or commnity-based organizations, the
program provided a convenient focal point for community
activity; expected results include increased communication
between what often might have been competing groups, low-cost
and effective transmission of crime prevention information,
increased, future non-governmental subsidy of crime prevention
costs, and the development of more unified approachs to the
solution of issues relating to commnity well-being.

4. A means for heterogenous or otherwise i11-defined
neighborhoods to develop a neighborhood identity; benefits
to include reduction in social and criminal justice related
tensions, more coherent responses to neighborhood emergencies,
and more effective representation of neighborhood concerns
within the local political setting.

Perceived Need for Program Services

This section, in contrast with the preceeding three, is based on
the résults~of a state-wide survey of citizens not currently
involved with or part of any component of the Community Crime
Resistance Program. For the most part, respondents to the orally
conducted survey were residents of neighborhoods which were not
receiving C.C.R. services, but which, were if not for budgetary
restraints, would have been fargeted for local crime resistance
services. In the remainder of cases, those surveyed were
residents of targeted afeas, but were persons who had declined to

take part in program efforts. In any case, the survey included
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the eight original CCR Program sites only.

The §0a1 of the 5urvey was two-fold: to attempt an indirect
measurement of households' perceived need for crime resistance
services, and to analyze these respondents' attitudes concerning
the characteristics and severity of local crime. Although such
surveys have been proliferate of late, the C.C.R. approach does
not measure attitudes on the basis of inferential responses. That
is, the present survey deals with perception of neighborhood
crime; a topic directly related to and experienced by survey
reépondents. This approach is as opposed to the fairly typical
procedure of respondents' agreement or disagreement with
statements about state, regional and/or national crime trends,

with which respondents may or may not be familiar.

Beginning with Question 1 of the "Household Survey“; (Appendix F),
55% of the 753 respondents held that although neighborhood crime
was certainly a problem, it was not a serious problem, and no
worse in their neighborhood than in other parts of the local
community. In addition, almost 29% of those surveyed felt that

neighborhood crime was not a serious problem. This means that

nearly 84% of those surveyed felt that crime in their neighborhood

was less than a serious problem. By comparison, approximately 7%
of respondents felt that neighborhhod crime was a very serious

danger to residents.
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The second measurement of perception of crime (Question 2), was
based upon respondents’ Judgement as to increases in the amount of
neighborhood crime. The majority of respondents, 57%, felt that
crime in their neighborhood has remained about the same. Of the
753 respondents, 207 or 27% felt that crime had increased. Only
16% felt that crime had decreased locally.

Questions 3 and 4 were closely affiliated, with home burglary
being the most often cited crime and "easy access" to residences
being the most often cited reason for crime. In descending order,

the perceived reasons for neighborhood crime were:

Number of "Yes" % of Total

Response Responses

- Criminals have easy access to

neighborhood homes 296 25%
- Most neighbors do not Took out

for one another 279 ‘ 23%
- Absence of police patrols 215 18%
- Thgre is no anti-crime program

in the neighborhood 201 ' 17%
~ Criminals living in the

neighborhood or close by 165 14%
- Gang activity in the area 41 3%

Question 5, one of the central items of the survey approach,
measured residents' attitudes concerning their bersona] safety in

and around their households. Taking response 5B as a "normal®
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response, 364 or 50% of those surveyed described themselives as
never feeling unsafe in the daytime, but sometimes feeling unsafe
at night. The next numerous response, 252 or 35% of all answers,
was that residents never feel unsafe in their neighborhoods. Only
14% of the responses represented a fear of being outside their
houses alone whether day or night, with approximately 1%
expressing an absolute fear of leaving their houses whether alone

or with others.

A second central survey item, Question 6, asked the extent to
which those surveyed had been a victim of crime in the last year.

The results are:

Number of % of Total

Responses Responses
Never a victim 420 56%
A victim once 207 - 28%
A victim twice - 70 9%
A victim more than twice 48 1%

Thus, 56% of those surveyed had not been a victim»of crime in the

last year, while 28% had been victimized only once. These figures
translate into a one in four chance of being victimized more than

once in the last year in those neighborhoods surveyed.

Moving to the analysis of this information, the first finding is
that the survey procedure itself has been validated. That is, the

following hypotheses concerning the survey procedire were
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validated: Where respondents did not perceive a serious crime
problem (1C, 1D),_they feel that crime had in the last year
decreased or stayed”abbuf the'samé (2A,2C), théy were not
typically apprehensive concérning safety in their neighborhood
(5A, 5B), and they had not heen.subject to a high rate of
victimization in the last year (6A, 6B). A'high degree of
non-identity between these matched responses would have called
into question either the‘administration, composition or analysis
of the survey. As it happened, the majority of respondents
expressed moderate and interna]]y;consistent views concerning the

safety of their neighborhood.

A second but rather amb%guous finding involves the relationship
between on one hand perceived reagons for crime (Question 4), and
the perception of the seriousness df neighborhood crime (Question
1), and on the~othér hand Question 4 and the perception of the
year's increase in neighborhood crime (Question 2). In both these

cases it was found that there was no:sign%ficant,relationship

‘between perception of crime increase or c¢rime severity and the

sﬂrvey's stated reasons for crime. In addition, the analysis of
"other" réasons for CFime:(4G), did not'yield results which wou 1d
assist in correlating the reasods‘fbr crime with perceptions about

neighborhood crime.

Perhaps most important]y, ﬁhe'analysis of responses to the reasons

+ for crime show that in eveny category (4A through 4G) more

respondents denied than assented to the offered reason for $5
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" neighborhood crime. In a sense, this result should not be
surprising, since the great majority of respondents did not
perceive neighborhood criﬁe as serious. It could be argued that
if a respondent denies substantial neighborhood crime, he/she
would likely not be aware of or have opinions concerning the
reasons for neighborhood crime. Unfortunately, the analysis of
those citing serious neighborhoo& crime shows an absense of

reasons as well.

A second possible reasbn for the lack of clear reasons for crime
may have to do with respondent confusion. That is, those surveyed
may not be sure of the reasons for crime even though they have
fairly precise opinions on the extent of crime. Similarly, the
lack of positive responses may express a disinterest in the causes
of crime; it was the fact of neighborhood crime that was

important, not the causes.

A third possible reason has to do with the conprehensi&eness and
appfopriateness of the options presented in Question 4. In short,
they may not have been the right reasons. While this
interpretation is certainly possible, all those surveyed had the
option of specifying some other reason, -and while approximately
15% did specify an other reason, these reasons were largely either
paraphrasés of the options they had been presented, or they were
not generalizable: "pay police more money", "have parents

supervise their children more closely", etc.
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In sum, the analysis of Question 4 and its relationship to the
other survey items suggests two conclusions: First, a new set of

options should be developed and tested on a sample population.

Second, the application of the present survey should be extended
in the hope of determining whether the results of the present
analysis are representatie of state-wide opinions. Over and above
these rather technical conclusions, the survey did not express an
intensive or extensive need for either the C.C.R. Program or other

anti-crime measures.
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~ CHAPTER 4
H | NEW C.C.R. PROJECTS
3 ' PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND TECHNICAL ASSISTAHCE

PROJECT DESIGN

Because the thirfy-two new C.C.R. Projects have only recently begun
1 project operation, there will pe no discussion of their cummulative
' achievement in this repo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>